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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 



The authority of the following treatise of Veron is 
well-known, and universally acknowledged. The 
Translation is from the Latin edition of the work, 
which is much more complete and satisfactory, than 
the original French, as it first came from the pen of 
the Author. Of the latter, a Translation has already 
appeared in our language, printed at Paris, in 1660, 
with only the initials of the Translator’s name, which, 
I have reason to believe, was Edward Sheldon. But 
there is such a dissimilarity between the two works, 
that they may almost be considered as two distinct 
publications. The edition, which I have followed, 
is that which Hooke has appended to his Treatise on 
the Church. 

The object of the work is to draw a distinct line 
between the doctrines of the Catholic Church, and 
the opinions advanced by Catholic Theologians, on 
the erroneous tenets ascribed to us by writers of o- 
ther persuasions. This the Author executes in a 
masterly manner. His plan is simple, but must, I 
think, prove highly satisfactory to any one, who sin- 
cerely wishes to know the real tenets of our Church. 

If this Translation tend in any degree to weaken, 
or remove prejudice, or to correct mis-statements, — 
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much, if not the whole of the merit is due to Lord 
Dormer, without whose assistance, this Translation 
would, probably, never have seen the light. I am 
aware, that, in a work of this kind, which is replete 
with quotations from the writings of the schoolmen, 
which it demands no ordinary study to comprehend, 
many errors, or inaccuracies may have crept into the 
Translation, I shall, therefore, deem it a favor to 
have them fairly stated. 
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THE 

OATHOLIC 

RULE OF FAITH- 



CHAP. I. 



§ 1 . 

RULE OF FAITH. 

That, and that only, is an Article of Catholic Faith, which 
has been revealed in the word of God , and proposed, by the 
Catholic Church, to all her children, as necessary to be be- 
lieved with divine faith. Whether a doctrine be proposed, by 
a General Council, and confirmed by its definitive decree ; or 
rest on the universal agreement of the faithful, its authority 
is the same. 

The above rule comprises two parts ; the first requiring 
that a doctrine, to be received as an Article of Faith, be re- 
vealed by Almighty God, — for. Faith, says St. Paul, (Rom. 
x. 17) cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ ; 
— and the second, that it be taught by the Church, either in 
her General Councils, by an express and definitive decree : or 
practically confirmed by the unanimous assent of the pastors 
of the Church, and the faithful. 

, This, in fact, is clearly implied by the words “ Catholic 
Faith : for, by divinefaith, is understood, the belief of any 

doctrine on account of the divine authority that has revealed 
it: since every act of divine faith resolves itself, in the last 
analysis, into the authority and veracity of God. But the 
doctrines of Christianity are proposed to our belief, either 
by those whom Christ commissioned to that office, the pas- 
tors of the church assembled in a General Council, or are 
received in virtue of the manifest agreement of the whole 
body of the faithful. There can be no obligation, at least 
for the faithful as a body, to believe any doctrine that is not 
based on this evidence, and proposed in this manner. 

s 
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To prevent being misunderstood, I shall call doctrines of 
this class, articles ot Catholic Faith. I substitute the word 
Catholic for the more asual term divine faith, because many 
writers have applied the latter to debatable doctrines, to 
doctrines whiqfr sfmoTheplogian^assest,'and'Othq*s deny are 
necessary to be believed. The very-eiisttencfc of such a dispute, 
shews, that even they who .most strenuously contend, that 
the doctrines in question are to be believed, on the authority 
of God, do not use the phrase in its strict sense ; since those 
who refuse to receive them as articles of faith, are not there- 
by considered as Heretics, deprived of the sacraments, or 
separated from the communion of the church. It is the 
intention of the present pages to enquire, what doctrines 
are articles of Catholic Faith, strictly so called; to Confine 
the queston to that Faith of which St. Paul says, ioith the 
heart, we believe unto justice ; but with the mouth, confes- 
sion is made Unto salvation . — (Rom. x. 10.) I shall treat 
in a word, of that faith, the profession of which constitutes 
us members of the one fold, and is required from all who 
abandon their errors, which alone is professed by the church 
in her creeds, and must be subscribed alike by the Catholic, 
and the convert to Catholicity. This is the faith which 
with the heart we believe, and with the mouth confess ; from 
which are excluded all controverted questions, leaving these 
to be defended, or impugned by Theologians, and the schools. 

The above rule and principles are laid down, and acted 
upon by all our councils, by the fathers of the church^ 
and by the whole body of Theologians. Accordingly, those 
only have been, and are still considered' Heretics, who , 
have chosen to hold opinions, on points of this vital charac* 
ter; opposed to the belief clearly embraced by the agreement 
of the Universal Church, or the decrees of her General •Conn*- 
cils. Such persons condemn themselves by preferring thetf 
own private opinion and judgment, to that of the Universal 
Church. 
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§2 

EXPLANATION OP THE FOREGOING RULE. 

For any doctrine to be an article of Catholic Faith, two 
things are conjointly necessary : — first, that the doctrine be 
revealed by Almighty God, by the mouth of his prophets 
or apostles, or contained in the inspired writings that form 
the canon of scripture ; and, secondly, that it be proposed to 
the belief of the faithful by the church. A doctrine invested 
with these two conditions must be believed with divine, and 
Catholic faith. jBpt it no longer belongs to this heavenly 
deposit, if either of these conditions fail ;-r-nainely, if it have 
not been revealed, or not been propounded by the church. 
The second condition, however, presupposes the first;— 
for, as Christ promised his church the assistance of his 
Holy Spirit to teach her, and lead her into all truth, it is impos- 
sible,— unless, asthey cannot, these promises fail,' — that this 
Heavenly guided church can ever propose any thing as re- 
vealed, which has really not been so. However, a doctrine, 
although actually revealed by the Almighty, and contained, 
but in an obscure manner, in the holy scriptures, may, as 
yet, not have been proposed by the church. In this case, 
though something, has been revealed, still, we require an 
interpreter to explain the precise meaning of the revelation ; 
and, as the church has not hitherto declared the sense of 
the inspired words, or unfolded her stores of tradition, no- 
thing can be said to be positively defined on the subject. 
Various and conflicting opinions may be advanced ; but 
until the church has spoken, none of these opinions have any 
claim to. bn considered as a part of Catholic faith. It is 
upon this principle that fresh decrees on doctrinal points, 
have been made by our General Councils, and received by 
the.. Universal Church for instance, the Council of Nice 
defined that baptism, although administered by a heretic, or 
a person- not a member of the true church, was valid, and 
ought not to be repeated. On this controversy, St. Austin 
observes ;* that as ** this question appeared doubtful to the 
bishops of the last century, and opposite opinions were main- 

* S. Aug. Lib. 1. eotltra Crescon. cap. 32. Tom. 7, p. 168, cot. ii. 
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tamed ; though without causing any breach of unity, it was 
resolved (at the Council of Nice, can. 8) that our present 
practice should alone be followed, throughout the Catholic 
Church/' 

§3. 

CONSEQUENCES TO BE DRAWN FROM THE ABOVE RULB. 

I. As nothing is an article of Catholic Faith, which has 
not been revealed, and communicated to us by the prophets^ 
or apostles, or canonical writers, it follows that no revelation 
made to any saint , since the time of the apostles , can be ah 
article of our faith , though ascribed to an Ambrose, or a 
Cyprian, or to any other servant of God however holy, or 
however near to the apostolic age, or however modern. 
Many revelations are, indeed, recorded in the lives of the 
saints, who are honoured by the church ; as in those of Saint 
Catharine of Sienna, St. Bridget, &c. ; and some have even 
received the sanction of General Councils ;* but, respectable 
Os is such an authority, these visions, and spiritual commu- 
nications do not, on that account, challenge our belief Rtf 
articles of faith; And the reason is, that these revel UtiOtiS 1 
were not made, either to the prophets, or apostles, or Cano- 
nical writers. The faith, consequently, with which they can 
be received is merely human, since we acknowledge no di- 
vine authority in the writers that relate them. Our belief 
in these revelations, is, therefore, weak or firm, doubtful or 
certain, according to the weight of evidence in their fhvor, — 
proportioned, in a word, to the credibility of the vouchers. 
This is frequently low indeed, and, by examining the cir- 
cumstances that are said to have accompanied these fevela-’ 
fions, 8tc., these revelations are often found deserving of lit- 
tle or no credit. Yet, surely, if we believe profane historians, 
such as Suetonius, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, &c., sound 
criticism requires us to yield an equal, or rather a firmer' 
assent, to the relations of writers of greater weight, and au- 
thority. 

2. No doctrine , delivered since the time of the apostles , 
can be an article of our Faith , though even miracles have 

* Vid. second Council of Nice, I .abb. Tom, 7, ppi 266, 267, &c. 
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been performed to confirm it; nor is it an article of our Faith 
that any of these miracles are really genuine. This is true, 

however respectable may be the authors that record them. 
Thus, though many miracles are related by St. Austin,* SL 
Gregory, arid other writers of equal authority, as having 
been actually performed before their own eyes ; and though 
others are reported in the Bulls of Canonisation published 
by the Bishop of Rome ; whilst some, are not only related, 
but ,atie declared authentic by General Councils,— as in the 
decond Council of Nice; still they do not form any part of 
Catholic Faith. And this for the reasons assigned in the 
first corollary ; — these miracles were not performed, nor re- 
lated by prophets or apostles, and, consequently they cannot 
form an article of Catholic Faith, nor can any such article 
be built upon them. 

i The lives of the saints are, indeed, full of miraculous 
relations, some evidently, false, and others deserving of little 
credit. We have many instances of the first kind, in the lives 
written by Jacobus a Voragine ,and Metapbrast, especially in 
their accounts of. St. George, St. Ursula, &c. , Bellarmin,f 
and Baronius,^; both make the same observation. Still, after 
all proper deductions have been made, we shall find, if we 
apply to them the ordinary rules of criticism, that, almost 
all, or, at least, the far greater part of the miracles ascribed to 
the'saints must be pronounced genuine. For if,'as has been 
already observed, it would be considered rash, and foolishly 
sceptical to refuse to believe the accounts left us by Sueto- 
nius, &c. and to deny that the battles, w hich he describes, 
were ever fought, or that his facts are true ; surely it would 
be an equal, if not a greater, act of folly, to .reject, at once, 
as false and ridiculous, all the miracles recorded by writers 
of the most acknowledged veracity and greatest weight, — 
some of whom, and, amongst these, St. Austin, declare, that 
they were eye-witnesses to many, of the miracles, which they, 
relate. But, of course, we believe these ; miracles with a 
merely human faith, nor do we pretend to rest our belief 

* S. Aug. De civitate Dei Lib. 23, cap. 8, p. 296. Tom. 5, 
t Bellarm. de Scriptor. Eccles. in Metaplir. pag. 266. 

X Baron, in Martyral. ad eorura festa. 
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ht My revealed troth Upon them, nor Is any doctriite of Ca- 
tholic Faith believed on their authority. It Cannot, how- 
ever, be denied, that many doctrines have unquestionably 
been confirmed by them'; and they may thus, in some, though' 
in a vety modified Sense, be said to bring witq.them a revel- 
ation froin heaven. St. Paul (Epis. Hebr. ii. 3, 4) argues on 
this principle, “How shall we escape," says he, “ if we neg- 
leet sb great salvation ? Which having begun to be declined 
by the Lord, was confirmed unto us, by them that heatdAim. 
God also bearing them Witness by signs, and wonders, and 
divers miracles, and distribfitions of the Holy Ghost, accor-' 
ding to bis Own will." And St. Mark also, (xvi. 20) “ But 
they,- going forth, preached everywhere : the Lord wdrkihg' 
withal; and confirming the word with signs that . followed.* 
In this sense a miracle may be said to be tbe voice and word 
of God ; but, it is impossible for God to lie, (Hdbr. vi. 18) in 
whatever manner he is pleased to communicate his will to 
man. So that the evidence in favour of a doctrine confirm- 
ed by miracles, subsequently to the time of tbe apostleS, is 
proportioned to the degree of credibility due to the evidence,- 
on which those miracles rest. This, as usual, is exceedingly 
various at one time amounting to certainty, at another to 
probability, and, sometimes, not even to this ; according to 
the character of tbe relators, and their means of information.- 
It is deserving of being again noticed, that some of these wri- 
ters were themselves eye-witnesseS,— and witnesses of no 
ordinary character,— as an Austin, a Gregory, & c. whilst 
some miracles are also related by them on the testimony of 
others. To illustrate wbat has been said by an example. It 
is an article of Catholic Faith, that the relics of the saints 
are deserving of respect. The truth of this doctrine is most 
powerfully confirmed by tbe undeniable miracles related by 
St. Austin, * as having been performed by the relics of St. 
Stephen, to Which he himself was an eye-witness ; those re- 
corded by him and St. Gregory, as having been related to 
them by others, are Of Uss forte, but still furnish a probable 
argument ; whilst, as many of the miracles related by Meta- 
phrast, and De Voragine are deserving 'of little credit, they 

*8. Aug 1. c>. 
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furnish little or no evidence in confirmation of any doctrine. 
Paranius* passes the following just censure, on these two 
last writers. “ We have the. acts of St. George edited by 
Metaphrast, and I am far from approving or receiving the 
legend about Athanasius, the magician. I have also looked 
into the legends of the saints by Jacobus deVorpgine, and 
find much in them to correct.” Bellarmin + makes a similar 
remark, at least, on Metaphrast. “ Metaphrast has left us 
the lives of many saints, which be has disfigured with> numer 
sous fictions, and stories drawn purely from his own fancy,; 
He relates numerous miracles, and those, too, of a most ex- 
traordinary kind, as having happened at £he destruction of 
Pagan temples and idols, of, which we find not one word in* 
any old writer,” But, even granting that the miracles are 
proved to be dearly genuine, no article of faith can : be* 
grounded on them, since they were not performed, nor is the, 
account oj them transmitted to us, by the inspired prophets and 
apostles . Moreover they are not, generally at least* proposed 
and received by the Universal Church, to which alone Christ 
promised immunity from error. Accordingly, our belief in 
them is purely human, and proportioned to the credibility'nnd 
character of the writers, who record them, who were all fait 
lible men. This belief differs widely from that, which wo 
yield to articles of Catholic Faith, and of which dene we 
are here treating, r 

But what are we to call the. assent yielded to a doctrine 
on the authority qf these private revelations* as contradis- 
tinguished from those made to the prophets and apostles, 
and contained in the sacred writings ? - Js it merely human, 
or may it act be divine, in as mucbas it seems to be elicited* 
gad to rest on ithe authority of divine revelation, not indeed, 
confirmed by the writteo or unwritten wprd of God, nqr au- 
thoritatively proposed by the Universal Church v but, certi- 
fied hy human testimony, and the relation, of . fallible men 3 
This is a purely problematical question* and as such is a 
very different thing from the articles of our . faith, which are 
now our only concern. But, if called, on for an opinion, I 

* Baronins in Martyr. 23 Aprili*. pag. 171. col. 1, 
t Bellsrm. de Scripfor, Eteles. anno 850. p. 
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should say, that very probably such a belief is hot divine, 
but purely human ; since it rests on, and resolve^ itself into, 
the purely human authority of a certain number of fallible 
writers. The whole evidence being purely human, the assent 
yielded does not even amount to what is called Theological 
Faith, and, consequently, is very far indeed from being a di- 
vine or Catholic Faith. 

3. No doctrine is an article of Catholic Faith , which is 
grounded on texts of scripture, which have been interpreted 
in various senses by the holy fathers, or, are still differently 
explained by our best, and most learned modern Theologians . 
For, in this case, both the elements which constitute the 
Catholic Rule of Faith, are wanting. First, it is not clear 
that the doctrine in question has been revealed; nor secondly, 
can any interpretation of the contested texts be said to be 
approved of by the Universal Church; as is evident from 
the very variety of explanations supposed to exists How- 
ever, although it be true, that when, different opinions exist 
in the church as to the precise doctrine to be drawn from 
certain passages of scripture, no interpretation of these pas- 
sages can be called Catholic ; still, it must be observed, 
that when the holy fathers, in their explanations of the 
sacred text, agree in deducing, and teaching one and the same 
doctrine, though from different passages of scripture, their, 
unanimous consent on this point of doctrine, must not only 
be considered as expressive of the belief of the church, but 
also, as having its foundation in the revealed word of 
God, though not grounded on this or that particular passage* 
- 4. We do not admit as an article of Catholic Faith, any 
consequence , however certain, or however logically deduced 
from premises, one of which is of Jaith, and the other clear 
by the mere light of reason . There are two insuperable ob- 
jections against any doctrine of this, character being classed 
among our articles; of faith. The first is, that it has not been 
revealed, for, “ faith,” says St. Paul, u cometh by hearing : 
and hearing, by the word of Christ*” — (Rom, x. 17) but de^ 
ductions, however clear they may seem, from scriptural 
truths ; are not mentioned in the sacred writings as a part 
of the word of God. But, as every such consequence is 
contained virtually in the premises, the 9 deductions, from 
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scriptural propositions, of which we are speaking, though 
they cannot he considered as formal, or express articles of 
Catholic belief, virtually, at least, form a part of that sacred 
deposit. In a word, the principle only is an article of faith, 
and from it the mind deduces, as a necessary and clear con- 
sequence, a doctrine, which it receives, not indeed with a 
divine, but with a firm and unhesitating faith. The conse- 
quence drawn may be as evident and certain as any doctrine 
can possibly be supposed to be, still, much that is merely 
bumau goes to its formation, both in the necessary train of 
argument, — which is often mixed with something purely phi- 
losophical,— and in the comparison and reunion of the ideas 
contained in the premises, without which, it is obvious, no 
conclusion can be drawn. So that, considered as a whole, 
the process is far from being supernatural, and, consequent- 
ly, the doctrine elicited can, by no means, be called divine. 
In the schools, if the premises be both undeniable, a conse- 
quence deduced from them is called a theological conclusions 
if one or both of them, as is generally the case, be doubtful, 
it is called a problematical opinion s but, if one of the pre- 
mises, or the form of argumentation be false and sophisti- 
cal, the deduction is, naturally, called false. Host of the 
scholastic opinions, which have, so long, divided and tortured 
the schoolmen, belong to this last class. It may be as well to 
notice, that there is a diversity of opinion both among Ca- 
tholic and Protestant writers, on the question, whether the- 
ological conclusions from scriptural propositions are articles 
of faith • Catholics, as well as Protestants, assert that they 
are ; others, of both parties, deny it as warmly. Vego and 
Melchior Canus, among Catholic writers, support the affirm- 
ative, but, as even DaiU6 grants,* many theologians of the 
same faith defend the negative of the question. Some take a 
middle course, and distinguish between deductions from two 
scriptural premises , — and these they assert to be of faith, — 
and conclusions drawn from two premises, one of which on- 
ly is a scriptural proposition, and the other self-evident, and 
these, according to these writers, are not of faith. Vasquezf 
agrees with none of the above opinions, and proposes another 

•Dailld in Fid. fund. part. 1. p. 28. fVasquez, 1 p. d. 12. a. 8. c. 2. 

c 
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of his own. According to him, our assent to a theological 
conclusion considered as resulting, by the common laws of 
argument, from premises, one of which is revealed, and the 
other self-evident, is not an act of divine faith ; but, inasmuch 
as a conclusion, virtually divine, is clearly contained in such 
premises, though this is discovered, or rather proposed to the 
understanding by ratio-cination, our belief may be said to be 
an act of divine faith. This variety of opinion shews clearly 
that, amongst Catholics at least, it is, at most, only a proba 
ble opinion that deductions from articles of faith, are also 
of faith . All are, consequently, agreed that they are not ar- 
ticles of Catholic faith ; and that no one, therefore, would be 
a Heretic, who should choose to deny that they form apart of 
the deposit of faith . To assert the contrary, would be to 
expose oneself to the charge of dangerous and presumptu- 
ous innovations in faith we should ourselves incur the 
guilt of broaching new doctrines ; and by the very fact of 
condemning others, be deserving of the strongest condemna- 
tion, and the severest censures of the Church. It must, then, 
be laid down as a certain and undeniable position, that the- 
ological conclusions are not articles of Catholic faith . I have 
said that a similar difference of opinion is found amongst 
Protestant writers. Osiander, Chemniz, and, in fact, a 
great majority of the ablest Lutheran divines, do not receive 
them as articles of faith. Even Vedel * acknowledges this, 
though himself a strenuous supporter of the contrary opi- 
nion. His whole work, in fact, goes upon this principle. 
He is followed, or rather copied, by Dailte, and a few other 
Calvinists, although, in general, the Dissenting Churches' 
agree with the Lutherans. There is not a word on the sub*- 
ject in the Calvinistic confession of faith, so that the opinion: 
of these writers cannot be considered as that of their church.' 
Moreover, as they consider the Lutherans, who differ from 
them on this point, as brothers in faith, and the cause of re- 
formation, I cannot see clearly with what consistency these' 
writers could lay this down as a fundamental principle of 
controversy: Surely the Calvinists, who adopt this princi-’ 
pie, and yet act as I have stated, cannot possibly expect' 

* Vedel. Rationale Theologicum. 
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that much security can be felt by their readers in the truth, 
of doctrines built on so insecure a basis. 

There is, also, a second defegt, which alone would suffice 
to hinder the opinion, that theological conclusions are arti- 
cles of faith, from ever being considered, by Catholics at 
least, as a necessary part of Catholic belief. This opinion 
has never been proposed to the belief of the Universal 
Church. This is granted on all hands : — as it is neither 
found in clear and express words in Scripture ; nor has it 
been taught by any General Council. It is, therefore, a 
question open to debate ; fince, so long as a doctrine has, 
not been propounded by a competent authority, no one is 
bound to receive it as divinely revealed. And, as far as on 
ther dissenting churches are concerned, although some of 
their writers have chosen to call it a fundamental and essen-, 
tial doctrine, there is no public, or authoritative decision, in 
any of their confessions of faith* to authorise, or give weight 
to their opinions. We are justified, at all events, in coming 
to this conclusion, that , this opinion is no article of Catholic 
faith . . 



§4. i 

Other doctrines not articles of Catholic faith , because not, 
revealed, or not proposed by the Church, or because both 
these conditions are wanting. 

1. No doctrine is to be considered an article of Catholic 
faith , on the authority of Gratians Decretal : that is to say, 
no opinion is to be received as of faith, merely because it is 
found in that Decretal. This observation deserves particu- 
lar attention, as Du Moulin, and other writers of the same 
Stamp, have had the effrontery to assert, that whatever is 
contained in that Decretal is an article of our Faith . Their 
object was manifestly, merely to find something fresh to con- 
demn in the Catholic Church. But, surely, one religious is 
not the Universal Church I Nor did Gregory XIII., or any 
other Pope, much less a General Council, in approving of 
this Decretal, ever declare that its contents were to be re- 
ceived as articles of Catholic faith. So far from this being 
the case, it is, really, no very difficult matter to detect mis- 
takes in it of no small importance, such as false quotations. 
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errors in chronology, &c. Almost at the outset Of his work, 
we find him quoting from St. Isidore's * Books on Etymolo- 
gy,” so little connexion has the matter before him with arti- 
cles of faith. We also meet, almost in the same place, with 
these titles to his sections : — What is civil law — what mili- 
tary,' —and what is meant by the tribunitial laws f ” What 
has this to do with articles of faith ? 

2. No Decretals of the Roman Pontiffs, which form the 
body of Canon ttaw ; — as the Sir Books of Decretals, the 
Clementines , Extravagantes , fyc ; — no Bulls issued, more re- 
cently than these Decretals, by the successors of St. Peter, 
are of sufficient authority to prove any doctrine an article of 
Catholic Faith. No doctrine is of faith because it happens 
to have been taught by the Pope in one of the above men- 
tioned works. The reason is clear. The Pope, in whatever 
character. Or however solemnly he may give bis opinion, even 
in scholastic phraseology, ex cathedra, is not the universal 
church, and, consequently, whatever may be his private opin- 
ion, and however declared, such opinion is not, on that ac- 
count, propounded by the Catholic Church as an article of 
her belief. And, observe, that this is so clearly acknow- 
ledged by all theologians, that any one that shonld presume to 
advance a contrary opinion, would be an innovator* and ex- 
pose himself to the censures of the Church, as a broacher of 
new doctrine. This may be shewn even from Bdlarmln, 
where he cites the three opinions that have been advanced 
by Catholic writers, on the authority of doctrinal decisions 
emanating from the Pope. He says,* * The first opinion is, 
that the Pope, even speaking as the successor of St. Peter, 
or as Pope, may teach heresy, when he takes upon himself 
to define anything, without the concurrence of a General 
Council; and even be an actnal and formal heretic. This, it is 
asserted, has really happened. Gerson, Almain, and several 
other French theologians have maintained this opinion, 
which was also defended by Alphonstis de Castro and Pope 
Adrian VI. All these writers placed the infallibility of the 
Church, in matters of faith, not in the Pope, but in the Unl- 

* Bellartn. Lib. 4. de Pont. Rora. cap. 2. p. 209. Tom. {. Colon. 
A grip. an. 1628. 
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verbal Church, or rather, in a General Council. A second 
opinion runs to the opposite extreme, and asserts, that the 
Pope can, under no circumstances*, be a heretic, nor publicly 
advance an heretical opinion, even, though alone and unad- 
vised, he teach a particular doctrine. The third opinion 
takes a middle course, and teaches that, whether the Pope 
can be a heretic or not, he cannot, at least, in any case, pro- 
pose an heretical opinion, and direct it to be received by the 
Universal Church. This opinion is by far the most common, 
and is supported by the great body of Catholic writers, as 
by St. Thomas, Cajetan, &c. As the supporters of the first 
opinion are still tolerated by the church, they cannot, strictly 
speaking, be called heretics ; still the opinion seems clearly 
erroneous, and but little removed from actual heresy. The 
second opinion is probable, though not certain. The third 
is by far the most probable, and ought to be embraced by all 
Catholics .’ 9 These are Bellarmin's own words, and I have 
given the passage entire, to shew how unjustly many persons 
are calumniated as heretics for asserting, that it is not of faith 
that the decisions of the 'Roman Pontiffs even ex-cathedra , 
when unsupported by a General Council, are articles of Ca+ 
tholic faith. This, let it be observed, is clear from Bellar- 
min’s words, and what is more, is the unanimous opinion of 
all Catholic divines. Beilarmin expressly acknowledges that 
“they cannot be called heretics." So far I agree with him ; 
but I cannot when he says “that the first seems an erroneous 
opinion, and but little removed from actual heresy . 99 It is 
but just to notice that the word “seems , 99 used by Beilarmin, 
in the above quotation, implies that he said this with a de- 
gree of doubt and hesitation. But this censure does not 
seem to all Catholics, at all called for, — to many of whom it 
rather seems rash and imprudent to pronounce an opinion 
erroneous, and nearly heretical, which has such names as 
Gerson, Almain, and Adrian in its favour. In fact, it is 
clear, from Beilarmin himself, that “it has never been defined 
by the church that the Pope is infallible , when unassisted by 
a General Council, nor that any doctrine advanced and pro- 
posed by bim, is, in consequence of such proposal, an article 
of Catholic faith, AH divines, consequently, are agreed, as 
Beilarmin allows, that Papal Infallibility is no doctrine of 
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the Catholic Church : — and this is all that I have asserted* 
and is certain beyond all controversy. It would have been 
well if all writers had taken time to form a more correct 
judgment on this subject. 

It is quite beyond the object of this present work to enter 
into .any explanation of my own sentiments on the three 
opinions stated above. Although the third, without however, 
in the least, censuring the first, may be the one which I am 
most inclined to favour ; still, as my object is, by carefully 
separating what is of faith from what is not, to render the 
road to truth less difficult for those who have strayed from 
it, I shall abstain from an enquiry which might involve me in 
useless discussion. But, I wish it to be clearly understood* 
as many writers have not correct notions on this point, that 
we do not say that the doctrinal decisions of the Pope am 
not of faith , but merely, and I again repeat it, that they am 
not articles of Catholic Faith ; — in other words, the infalli-> 
bility of the Pope is not one of those articles which all are 
bound to profess if they wish to continue, or to become 
Catholics ; or one, the contrary to which would be heretical, 
and separate, at once, him who should maintain it, from the 
communion of the Church . Still, undoubted as this is, all 
Catholic writers agree that the opinions of the Pope, though 
he may merely have been assisted by his. private council, or 
have even simply expressed his private sentiment, in reply 
to questions from other prelates, are of great weight; of 
greater when sanctioned by a provincial synod ; and of pa~ 
ramount weight and importance when proposed ex-cathedra, 
either with the consent of his private, or of a provincial 
council. Indeed it would be highly rash to hold a different; 
opinion from one sanctioned by this authority. 

I hope, that, in future, after this statement, certain writers 
will be more cautious in condemning others. These theolo-. 
gians, in their eagerness to condemn others of heresy, have 
exposed themselves to the merited censures of the church by 
introducing the new and unheard of dogma, that, the deci- 
sions of Sovereign Pontiffs, ex-cathedra, unsupported by a 
general council, are articles of Catholic Faith, and as such^ 
are to be received by all Catholics under the. grievous penalty 
of heresy. Such writers surely laboured under a mental 
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hallucination; — they must have fallen into error through 
their own wilful blindness ; — thus to denounce censures so 
hastily and unreasonably, is a proof that the mind and judg- 
ment were rather injured than in error. They fancied, ac- 
cordingly, that many writers said things of which they never 
even dreamed. But to return to the question, — namely, the 
authority of the Decretals which constitute the Canon Law. 
Why Bellarmin even does not hesitate to acknowledge that 
they contain many erroneous opinions ! For instance,when the 
centuriators of Magdeburg, in their life of Gregory III. ac- 
cuse that Pontiff of allowing a certain person to marry again, 
whose first wife was incapable, by disease, of rendering the 
marriage debt, — though such a permission, as Gratian had 
already observed, is contrary to the gospel, — Bellarmin gives 
this answer,* “It might, also, be said that the Pope erred, 
through ignorance, which we grant may happen when he does 
not positively define anything as an article of Catholic Faith, 
but merely states his own private opinion to another who 
has asked it, as Gregory seems to have done in the case be- 
fore us.” Now let us apply this principle to the rest of the 
Decretals, and, it will be soon perceived that they cannot 
possibly have any claim to establish articles of Catholic 
Faith. When pressed by a difficulty, or an opinion drawn 
from this source, we have only to answer with Bellarmin, 
"that the Pope did not mean to propose the doctrine object- 
ed, as an article of Faith, but simply to state his own pri- 
vate opinion^ This, it is obvious, is no ground for an arti- 
cle of Faith, much less of Catholic Faith. 

It may be as well to enter into a few details as to the 
nature Of these Decretals. The greatest part of them are 
merely regulations to direct the sitting officer in the episco- 
pal court in. his decisions ; there are also a variety of instruc- 
tions on the collation of benefices, as principles by which 
all disputes on this subject are to be settled. Now, what 
has all this to do with Faith ? Articles of Faith are evident- 
ly of a very different nature. Moreover, many, in fact, most 
ef these decisions are answers to individuals, and not propos- 
ed to the Universal Church ; and it is granted, on all hands, 

* Bellarm. Lib. 4. de Pont. Rom. cap. 12. p. 219. col. 1. 
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that the Pope is liable to error in private answers of the aw 
bove character; and that such answers are not a sufficient 
ground on which to establish an article of Faith, much less 
ef sufficient authority to establish an article of Catholic 
Faith. 

Of course, as the answers contained in these Decretals are 
numerous, they are naturally a fertile source of dispate. 
However, the general principle laid down above as to their 
authority, cuts off, at once, a multitude of difficulties,/ which 
have been collected by our adversaries from Gratian, the 
Decretals, Papal Bulls, &c. — in a word, from the whole body 
of Canon Law. These writers, by tacking together whatever 
seemed to make for their point, — by favouring us also with 
their own glosses, contrive to give these Decretals quite a 
contrary meaning, to what they were originally intended .to 
convey. And this, they triumphantly assert, is our faith, 
the faith of the Catholic Church; and this they attack with 
all possible gravity. Volumes swell upon volumes, whilst 
Catholics are as busy, on their side, in composing as many in 
answer. Bat the method traced above is far more; compendi- 
ous, and is a safe and valuable way of bringing back to the 
Catholic fold,those who have wandered from the trueCharch, 
it consists in these fow words , — nothing of all this is, matter of 
Catholic faith, nothing, accordingly, of all this is to.be .found 
m the professions of faith, which we propose to those, who 
return to the bosom of the Church. 

3. No decision cf a Provincial Council, though the Pap# 
preside at it, personally, or by his Legates, is cw article of 
Catholic Faith. In fact, such Council is. not toe Universal 
Church, and, consequently, the doctrine proposed by it, is 
not, thereby, proposed by the .Universal Church, and it not, 
consequently, an article of Catholic Faith. It would, howv 
ever, become such, if the opinion of the. Church were clearly, 
shewn, from proper sources, to have been pronounced in its. 
favour ; as was the case with many decisions passed, in what 
are called, by St. Austin, the regionary councils, against the 
doctrines of Pelagias, and other heretics. We have ant itt** 
stance of this kind in the council of Meelah,* in Numidia, 

• Tom. 1. Condi, p. 830,733, &c. 
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held under Innocent ,1.- T^eprin<nplejaid down in $his third, 
corollary, maybe. proved from the passage of Bellarmin,, 
quoted above, in which he gives the three' opinions advanced* 
by - Catholic writers on Papal Infallibility. The reader, 
would dp well to consult the passage, and to read my obser- ; 
vations on it. 

~ However, as the authority, both of the Pope and of Pro- 
vincial Councils, is very great, their decisions are to bere- : 
ceivedwitha corresponding respect. Nor is less attention 
due, to doctrines which have been clearly confirmed by mira- 
cles and revelations, of which I have treated above, provid- 
ed always, this supernatural agency can be proved by satis- 
factory evidence. 

4. Nor are all practices of the Churchy evenof the universal 
Churchy a sufficient ground for an article of Catholic Faith. 
This is clear, since the second condition of the rule of Faith 
is wanting r— these practices do not propose a doctrine to be 
believed, but a custom to be observed. Nor, to justify the 
church in adopting a particular practice, is it at all neces- 
sary to be shewn that such practice is clearly good and com- 
mendable \ it is sufficient if it be probably such. Hence the 
church may make what alterations she pleases in these ob- 
servances, resting, as they do, on merely human and proba- 
ble grounds. We are, of course justified in accommodating, 
our practice to these changes, and even in embracing a quite 
contrary practice, provided it can be shewn to have as pro- 
bable evidence in its favour. The correctness of this princi- 
ple I will prove by an extract from V asquez. This writer* 
first shews “ that, from the very nature of the sacrifice of the 
Mass, and by -divine institution, it cannot, and indeed never 
could, be offered up, for those who have not received the sa- 
crament yyf baptism. > It, of course, made ; no difference, 
whether the unbaptized had been received as Catechumens, 
or were still purely Pagans or Jews. There was no difficult 
ty, it must be observed, in offering up public prayers for* 
them, as is still practised by tbe church.* He then objects 
again st 'this doctrine, the practice once actually received in 
the 'Chhrch, as he dfearly proves from the Roman Ordo,* of 

* Vasquez, 3. f>ar. Oicp. 227. cap. 3\ * f Ordo Rom. c. 20. 
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offering tip the holy sacrifice for Catechumens. To this ha 
gives, among others, the following answer <r Bat, after all, 
this solution might be given — The church has always approv- 
ed, both in her doctrine and practice^ of certain and un- 
doubted opinions only, in every thing connected with the 
essence and Substance of the Sacraments ; but, in matters 
purely accidental, and ceremonial, she has sometimes follow- 
ed,™ her observances, an opinion, which, at best, was mere-' 
ly probable, without proposing it, however, in any way, as 
ftn article of her faith. Hence mass, by the direction of the 
Pope, was, at one time, offered up for Catechumens, thOngh 
this practice is now no longer tolerated. In fact, no public 
prayers even, are now prescribed to be said for them, except 
on Good' Friday, on which day the sacrifice of the mass is 
not celebrated.” He adds, a little later, that “we cannot be 
surprised, that the church, formerly embracing the opinion, 
which was then probable, that mass might be offered up for 
Catechumens, should have actually celebrated It for them, 
or, that she should now have abandoned that practice.” To 
this may be added an excellent observation of Bellarmin.*^ 
“The decrees of (general) councils do not stand in need of 
the approbation of the faithful, as they do not' derive their 
authority and certainty from them ; but decrees on matters 
of discipline, unless received by the church', may be gradually 
modified, or even abrogated by a custom, at which -the Pope 
tacitly connives, because such deorees are,- from their Very 
nature, liable to change ; and when the Pope is silent, though 
he knows that they have, for a long time nblheen observed, 
he is considered to have actually abrogated them; But de- 
crees of faith are immutable, and,' once propounded, cannot 
possibly be nullified . Though St. Austin’s well-known prin- 
ciple, is most sound and just, that, “ when the- Universal 
Church has adopted any practice, it is the height of folly And 
madness to call in question the laurfulness of such practice}* 
Still, it does not follow, as a necessary consequence frOmtbis 
principle, that the “church, in embracing that practice, pro- 
pdtrnds an article of faith to the belief of the faithful, :, «lt 
is. enough for. a practice to appear good, for her to adopt it, , 

•'Bellerm;. Lib. 2. de Geticil. cap. 17. p. 2U7, 



Digitized by LjOOQie 




19 



and *, merely probable opinion is a sufficient ground for ad- 
mitting it as good. Hence, as I hefore observed, the church 
is justified in altering even practices universally received.— 
These observances as they are merely recommended, or rath- 
er prescribed, may be changed ; — but articles of faith can 
never, under any circumstances vary, because truth is ever 
the same. 

5. Vasqucz judiciously observes,* “that the doctrines 
taught by a General Council, in the chapters before the Ca- 
nons, must be received as articles of Catholic Faith, as may 
easily be collected from the words used before the Canons, 
at the end of every session.” Against “every thing doctrinal, 
proposed by a (general) council in the chapters, found before 
the Canons, is of Catholic Faith. This is clear from the fol- 
lowing passage from the Council of Trent,;}: which belongs 
neither to the chapters nor canons, but is placed between 
them * As it is not enough, say the Fathers of Trent, to ex- 
plain what is the true faith, unless we, at the same time, shew 
and repudiate the contrary errors, it has appeared, good to 
this Holy Synod, to subjoin the following canons , in order 
that, as all are already acquainted with the Qatholic doctrine, 
(from the exposition given in the chapter ,) they may also 
know the heretical tenets which they are to avoid . We find 
a similar observation in the sixth session, immediately after 
the chapters, and before the regular canons. It seems expe- 
dient to this Holy Synod, to subjoin to this exposition of the 
Catholic doctrine on justification, the following canons, that 
all may know both what opinions to embrace, and what to 
apaidt und fly ” The reason of this is, that the chapters, as 
well as the canons, contain propositions, made to the whole 
church, to be received or condemned. 

Vasquez adds in the same place, “although the church 
sometimos forbids certain questions to be agitated, on which 
she has not* as yet, passed a definitive and dogmatical de- 
cision ; it is merely in this sense, that no one is, thencefor- 
ward, justified in condemning or anyways censuring a parti-, 
cular proposition ; nor, on the other hand, in declaring it a 

* Vasquez. 1. 2. Disp. 200. cap. 6. 

+ Vasquez. 3. part. Disput. 207. cap. 3 t Trid. >Sess. 13.. cap. 8. in line. 
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Safe or probable opinion. She has never, hitherto, however, 
attempted to excommunicate any one, however obstinate and 
positive, for defending a proposition ; unless she had at the 
same time, condemned that proposition as an error against 
faith, and defined the contrary doctrine to be an article of 
Catholic Faith ; which, to impugn obstinately, would consti- 
tute a person a heretic. An error is said to be maintained 
obstinately , when it is still defended after an express defini- 
tion of the church.* I think it proper, also, to observe, with 
the same writer,* “that sometimes the church confirms its de- 
cisions by authorities and arguments, some of which appear 
not to have much connexion with the point : -though, as he 
justly asks, when the fathers assembled in council, declare 
that a particular doctrine has been for ages, and is still de- 
duced from a certain passage of scripture, who will be so 
rash as to say, that the ground taken, by these high authori- 
ties, is weak and insecure. 

From what has been said, we may come to this conclu- 
sion, that of the doctrines contained in the chapters, those 
and those only, are of faith, which are expressly defined ; 
or to use the language of the Canonists, only the dispositivum 
arresti , that is, only the doctrine which is the prime object 
of the chapter, or Canon, and not the proofs of that doctrine 
are faith. The reason is obvious: — the doctrine alone is 
proposed to our belief, and is all that is, strictly speaking, 
defined. There is no intention, whatever, of affixing a simi- 
lar authority on the motives, or proofs adduced. According- 
ly there are many things, even in General Councils, which 
are not articles of faith. Thus, for instance, we are not 
bound to believe what is merely mentioned incidentally ; 
much less, the various observations made by the Prelates' 
assembled, in delivering their opinions on the questions that 
came before them ; and still less what happened to fall from 
the Theologians in discussing and arguing the questions 
which it was proposed to define The general reasons for 
the above decisions is, that nothing of all this can be said to 
be defined, or propounded by the church. 

6. There is another observation, closely connected with 

* Vasquez. p. 3. Disp. 181. c.*9.] 
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the preceding, which I will give in Bellarmiri’s toords.* 
* For a doctrine to be of faith, it must have been expressly 
defined , by the General Council, to be an article of Catholic 
Faith.” * Hence he observes, “those who deny that the Pope 
is above a General Council, are not, properly speaking, he- 
retics, although (and they are the Cardinal’s own words) 
the last Council of Lateran, under Leo X. clearly and delibe- 
rately teaches that the Pope is above all Councils, and con- 
demns a decree to the contrary made by the Council of Ba- 
sil.” And he assigns as his reason for this assertion, “that it 
is doubtful whether the Council of Lateran defined this point 
expressly and definitively, as an article of Catholic Faith.” 
Bellarmin also requires that the doctrine be defined cone Hi - 
ariter, that is, after the manner, and according to the usages 
of other councils* * Martin Y.” he observes.f “only con- 
firmed those decrees on questions of faith, which had been 
promulgated by the Council of Constance, after the manner 
of other councils ; that is, after the subject had undergone a 
careful examination, such as had always been given by pre- 
ceding councils. Now, it is a matter of history that the de- 
cree in question, (passed at Constance, ascribing to a General 
Council an authority, derived immediately and directly from 
Christ, to which all are bound to submit, not even excepting 
the Pope) was made by the council without any examination 
whatever. Pope Martin, consequently, in confirming the 
decrees of this council, in matters of faith, which had been 
propounded after due deliberation, clearly meant his approv- 
al to be confined to the condemnation of the heretical tenets 
of Wickliff and Huss. 

7. Bellarmin, also, commenting on an opinion advanced 
by Pope Boniface VIII. that the clergy are exempt , both by 
divine and human laws , from the payment of taxes , observes, 
J“that Boniface in this, merely followed the common opinion 
of Canonists, and gave it as his own, but did not mean to 
define anything on the subject.” In fact, his language is not 
such as he would have employed had he intended, to decide 
this controverted question. He simply, and quite incident 

* Bellarm. Lib. 2. De Concil. cap. .17. pag. 287. 
t Bellarm. Lib. 2. De Concil. c. xix. p. 289. 
t Bellarm. Tom. 1. Lib. 1. de Clericis. cap. 28. p. 327, 
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tally states, that “as the clergy are exempt by divine la m, 
&c.” Apply this principle to all opinions incidentally ad- 
vanced by General Councils, without any express or formal 
decree. . 

8. The subject must also be capable of being the matter 
of a decree . Thus, according to this principle, though 
John XXII. according to Bellarmin, erred in teaching that in 
things consumed in the act of being used, such use involves 
dominion , still, he did not err, he observes, in a matter of 
faith, as this question does not, in any way, belong to the 
deposit of faith.” Subjects of a similar character, such as 
questions of law, philosophy, &c. cannot be made matters of 
dogmatical decrees. 

9. The decree must be general \ and addressed to the whole 
church . “We teach,” says Bellarmin , * u that the Pope {or 
a General Council) cannot err on any point, which is direct- 
ed to be received by the Universal Church. There is no 
difficulty, however, in granting, that the Pope (or a General 
Council) may err, when the decision or judgment is addressed 
to individuals only, and not to the whole church.” It is up- 
on this principle that this writer answers a difficulty taken 
from a permission granted by Innocent VIII. to the church 
of Norway, to celebrate Mass without wine. * The answer,” 
he says, * is obvious ; — the Pope never issued a decree al- 
lowing the whole church to celebrate in this manner. His 
error, therefore, if it was one, was confined to a particular 
case and fact, and did not extend to anything like establish- 
ing an erroneous opinion in the Church*” Extend what has 
been said here to General Councils. 

10 Bellarmin lays down another valuable principle r in 
examining the conduct of Pope Stephen, “ who ordered all 
who had received ordinations from his predecessor, Fortno- 
sus, f to be re-ordained ; by which he seemed to imply that 
the validity of the sacrament depends on the virtue of the 
minister that confers it, which is a manifest error against 
faith. My answer is, he says, that Stephen erred in prescrib- 
ing an action , which evidently militated against a doctrine 

* Bellarm. Lib. 4. de Rom. Pontif. cap. 5. pag. 212. 
t Bell. ibid. cap. 12. pag. 2IP. 
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of4he church ; but be did not, by any means, teach erroneous 
doctrine ; — he erred by establishing a bad precedent, but 
did not maintain anything false, or against faith.” And, in 
another place, he gives a similar answer; “ Stephen did not 
publish a decree declaring that persons ordained by a de- 
graded bishop ought to be re-ordained, nor did he even assert 
this of those ordained by Formosus, who had actually been 
deposed ; but merely de facto ordered certain persons, under 
these circumstances, to be re-ordained. An order which 
proves his hatred against Formosus, but does not establish a 
Case against him of ignorance or heresy.” If a similar case 
should ever occur in a General Council, these observations 
would apply also to it. 

- 11. The same writer also teaches* that “ it is true to 

say, that the Pope , (or a General Council) may err , infram 
ing laws and regulations, provided those laws regard not 
points essentially connected with salvation ; and, also , do not 
touch what is, of its own nature, essentially good or evil* 
Thus a Superfluous law may be passed, or one more or less 
indiscreet, &c. To illustrate what has been said by a few 
examples. Neither the Pope, nor a General Council, can 
err so far as to enjoin a vicious action, as, for instance, usu- 
rious dealing ; or forbid a virtuous one, as restitution ; be- 
cause the latter of these is an essentially good, and the former 
an essentially bad action. Nor could the observance of 
circumcision, or the Jewish sabbath be required ; as this 
would be to impose observances opposed to the salvation of 
the faithful ; — nor, on the other hand, could a practice neces- 
sary for salvation be forbidden ; such as the reception of 
baptism; or the holy Eucharist, — although none of these rites 
are, of their own nature; either good or evil. There would, 
however, be nothing wrong or absurd in saying, that an in<- 
different action— one neither essentially good nor bad, may 
be enjoined by the Pope, or a General Council ; Or, a per^ 
fecriy useless practice, nowise connected with salvation, be 
prescribed ; or, in fine, a rite enforced under a penalty quite 
disproportionate to the case. But it is not, assuredly, the 
province of the faithful who are bound to trust in those whom 

* Bellarm. Lib. 4. de Rom. Pontif. cap. 5. p. 212. 
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God has. placed overthem. to entertain doubts on these *ub-> 
jects it k their business to obey” ... r 

12. It may be observed with the same author,* that 
“ all Catholic s are agreed .that the Pope though epealcing a* 
the successor of St. Peter, that is * as Pope, and even assisted 
by a consistory, or, what is more, by a General Council, may 
err on mere matters of fact, which, as such, depend pnnei* 
pally, \f not wholly , on the means of information, and teeti<- 
monyof individuals. On this principle he answera,+ the 
common objection . from the sixth General Council which 
denounced Pope Honorius as a heretic, lie asserts, in the 
first place, “ that the acts of the si^th General Council have, 
been corrupted,’* and then observes, that “ if any one, after 
all, cannot briDg himself to believe that the controverted pas- 
sage in which Honorius is condemned is really not genuine* 
another solution, proposed .by John. and. Turrecremata, may 
be adopted. This writer grants, indeed, that the Fathers of; 
the sixth General Council actually; condemned Honorius, 
but asserts that they .were deceived in their judgment, which' 
was formed on false information. For, undoubted as it is^ 
that a General Council cannot err ; still this immunity from 
error does not extend to mere matters of.fact; and on ques- 
tions of faith nothing erroneous can be .shewn in the decrees 
of this Synod. It may, .therefore, with, perfect safety, be 
maintained that Honorius was classed in the list of. heretics 
by the Fathers of this Council without just reason, misfed, as 
they were by false reports, and evidently misunderstanding 
the meaning of Honorius’s letters ”% “ The seventh General 
Council did. nothing . more : than follow the: .opinion of .the. 
sixth, , and transcribe the declaration contained in its decrees; 
so that tiie. Fathers of the seventh connoil. were led > into 
error.. ;by their predecessors; of the sixth, whose docu-i 
meftts had, been probably corrupted, or . who at:Jeast, Jbad* 
unjustifiably, condemned Honorius/’ .He. gives theaame 
answer to the share .which Pope Adrian hadin this business; 
“ lfwe say. that the acts, of the sixth synod, were corrupted* 
we»must, answer, that these corruptions rmisled Adrian/.’ § - V 

* Bellarm. ibid. cap. 2. page 209. col. ]. + Ibid. cap. 12. p. 219. 

J Bellarm. ibid. , § Ibid. 
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. ■IS 1 shall conclude these: principles with- pm? from 
Suarez.* “.Though the Pope in granting an indulgence,, 
expressly assign his reason for such grant, conceiving it a; 
sufficient and just ground ; it is not,- on that account, cer- 
tain that it really is so; nor, consequently, sure that the 
whole indulgence is valid. A Papal decree of this kind is 
not. on a matter of faith, but confined to a particular fact, 
and depends, therefore, on a mere question of human pru- 
dence and judgment ; in which cases it is agreed,' that the 
Pope is not infallibly assisted by the Holy Ghost, since 
Christ's prayer, in St. Luke,+ is simply this * I have prayed 
fortbee, Peter, that thy faith fail not.” ’ 

“The above is true also of dispensations from vows: — al- 
though the Pope may think and declare that a sufficient 
cause .exists, he may be deceived ; as his judgment in these 
cases, can only be directed by mere human prudence and, 
opinion, and is liable even to be biased by many natural 
feelings.” The reasoning of Suarez shews clearly, that these 
principles must be extended, to similar cases in General 
Councils. These observations are highly creditable to the 
author, and of great value. From them it is clear, that there 
is even much less reason for supposing, that the validity, of 
any particular sentence of; excommunication, can possibly 
be an Article of Faith. Suarez, however, adds, j: and justly, 
that “ it is never expedient ; in fact, that it would be highly^ 
imprudent and scandalous, publicly to denounce an indul-. 
gencer, granted by the Holy See, as null and superfluous'; to 
do so would, generally speaking, be useless, and shew but 
little of tbat;respect which is due, from every member of the 
church, to the Vicar of Christ." We are bound, in like man- 
ner,, to comply with all the laws and regulations prescribed 
by the Holy See, even those enjoined under pain of excom- 
munication ; and any one refusing to do so, would sin, and 
actually incur the excommunication, although the Pope may 
have erred, in the sense explained above, in fulminating that 
sentence, and though it is not of fajtb, that he has not really 
and de facto erred. The reason of this is, that the rule by; 

* Suarez, Toip. 4. Disp. 56. de Indulg. 6ect. 3> t St. Luke, xxii. 82. 

1 •.... ... $ Suarez l. ,c. 
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Which ottr fa?th is Regulated, is Very different from the princi- 
ples upon which ecclesiastical laws are founded : the former 
must be, and is, infallible ; whilst infallibility is not Required 
for the laws of the church to bind in conscience. For this it 
is enough, that' they emanate from a competent authority, 
which has judged them good, &c. Indeed a merely probable 
Opinion as to their usefulness, is sufficient for their introduc- 
tion, as I have shewn in an extract from Vasquez. And it 
may be laid down as a general rule, to which no sensible, and 
good man will object that a great degree of deference Is due, 
in all things, to the judgment and will of those whom God 
has placed over ns. This is the natural dictate of Teasori, 
and may be confirmed by numerous passages of the sacred 
writings. But as the only object of the present pages Is, to 
bring those who have abandoned the Catholic Faith to a pro- 
fession of its doctrines, I shall spend no more time on these 
questions.' I shall proceed, at once, to shew what are the 
doctrines Of the Catholic Church, and what are not. 



CUAP, II. 

Articles of Faith , on pattieulmr points of controversy, distin- 
guished, from doetrinesnot taught bp the Catholic Church, 

We have now before us, the general' principles, by which 
the doctrines of the Catholic Church may; with proper atten- 
tion, be distinguished from the mere opinions of the school- 
men ; and, indeed, from all other opinions whatever. With 
these principles we will proceed to separate what is of faith, 
and particularly of Catholic Faith, on all controverted ques-- 
tions, from what is not.' 

■ As to the opinions of the schools, and their com partitive 
probability, — which has superior claims to bur assent ; — and 
which is to be embraced as morally certain, as not being 
merely probable, but confirmed and supported by the alinbst 
unanimous consent of our theologians ; or, finally, what par- 
ticular doctrines, coming under the class of theological cafa* 
■elusions, are to be received as undoubted truths; with all thin 
we have no concern ; our only business is, by a plain state- 
ment of the doctrines of our Church, to bring, if possible; 
those who have strayed from the truth, back to the one fold 
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Of Christ. , With this, view,,! shall omit all these. matters as 
unnecessary, and as only calculated to render the way to the 
truth more difficult ; and confine myself, as much as possible, 
to our real tenets. And if it should happen, as it often does, 
that those who differ from us in religion, should ask us, for an 
opinion on any of these points, it is better to tell them, at 
onpe, that the church has decided nothing on the proposed 
question ; that we profess to follow, and not t° anticipate 
her. judgment. In a word, that our professions of faith are 
silent on these subjects, and that nothing but what they con- 
tain is required to be believed and subscribed, by those who 
are admitted members of the Catholic Church. We mustye- 
mind such persons of the adyice of St Paul,* “ not to be more 
wise than it behoveth.tP be wise,but to be wise unto sobriety.’’ 
That i(j. when received into the Catholic Church, he should 
still be curious to know. the opinions of the schools, they will 
be, explained to him ; but, that if he feel no spch wish, he 
need never hear a, word on the subject,, as he may work out his 
salvation, and be a saint, and yet know nothing about them. 
He will perceive that, for the present at least, such an in- 
quiry would, very likely, tend only to perplex, and confound 
his mind, by loading it with a multiplicity of opinions and 
arguments the most opposite, abstruse, and metaphysical : 
that pnch subjects are best left to the schools of divinity, in 
which it requires years of study to come tojiny thing lilge a 
satisfactory conclusion on these h n °tty points; none of which, 
after all, are articles of Catholic Faith. 

Bpt . to come to particular questions of controversy, and 
the work of separation according to the plan proposed,—* 
examining every opinjon by the rule .of CuthpticFaith laid 
down, in tbe preeed iqg pages, as the .criterion of truth . With 
that., single principle we migh t advance, securely and unhe- 
sitatingly, in the enquiry; hjit. Coy fear Jest Iiinay appear 
rush m some, at least, of my decisions ; . to some, wbo, ..from 
ignorance ofthereal doctrines, of our Church, might condemn 
me Unjustly 4 and to put a step, ationce and effeetual]ly,Jtp 
the censures, whether private pr. public, pf .such people ; I 
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will take care to support every application of the rule of 
faith, and every decision to which it may lead me, by the 
authority of the most approved Catholic theologians. 

§1- ' 
On the merit of good works — grace * — and eternal glory . 
The doctrine of the Council of Trent on merit is this: * 
* If any one shall say, that the good works of the just man 
are so far the gifts of God, as not to be to the advantage and 
merit of the faithful servant of God ; or, that the just man 
does not truly merit, by the good works which he has per- 
formed, — through the grace of God, and the merits of Jesus- 
Christ, whose living member he is, — an increase of grace — 
life everlasting, — and, if he depart this life in the state of 
grace, the fruition of eternal life, as also an increase of glory, 
let him be anathema. 9 And, in the 26th canon of the same 
Session, it also declares, that * If any one shall say, that the 
just, who have persevered to the end in virtue, and the ob- 
servance of the divine commands, ought not, as a reward of 
their good works performed in the Lord, to expect, and to 
hope for an everlasting retribution from God, through his 
mercy, and the merits of Jesus Christ, let him be anathema.” 
We have here before us the heretical tenets, that are to 
be rejected under pain of anathema, — and, according to the 
rule laid down in the preceding pages, what is to be believed, 
on the subject of merit , as of Catholic Faith, since it is pro- 
posed to the belief of all the faithful, by a General Council. 

Hence we may conclude also, that it is not an article of 
Catholic Faith, that there may not be such a thing, 1, as 
merit of condignness ; 2, of conqruity ; nor, 3, that the rr- 
warding of our merit arises rather from the justice cf God, 
than from his fidelity to his engagements ; and 4, much less 
that this merit ought to be rewarded from a principle of strict 
and rigorous justice. The correctness Of these -deductions is 
clear ; firit, from the silence of the Council: of Trent; and of 
ail Our other General Councils ; and, secondly, from the. divert 
sity Of opinion that exists, on these questions, among our Ca~ 

* Concil. Trid. Sesg. 6. con. 32. 
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tholic writers. -We learn from Bellarmin,* that €S Three 
questions arise on the nature of merit. First, whether the 
merits of the just are tube called of condignness, or of con- 
gruity ; — secondly , does the condignness of these merits arise 
from the divine promises only, or also from the works of the 
just man ; — and, thirdly , does God reward the works of the 
just beyond, and punish the evil deeds of the wicked less than, 
their condignness. With regard to the first question, though 
all Catholics unite in agreeing, that the good works of the 
just are meritorious of eternal life ; still, some are of opinion, 
that these works ought not to be said to merit this reward, 
either from a principle of condignness, or of congruity ; but, 
that we ought to, confine ourselves , to the bare and simple 
proposition, that the good works of the just are, by t God’s 
grace, meritorious of eternal life. This is taught by Thomas 
of Walden. Others, however, hold, that, the works of the 
just may, in a modified sense, be said to merit eternal life 
condignly, — but the condignness allowed by these writers, 
when compared with the accurate and theological meaning 
of the word, really amounts to no more than mere congruity. 
Durand, Gregory of Valentia, and some others, are of this 
.opinion. But the common opinion of divines is in favour 
of merit of condignity, in its strict and theological sense. 
Burandus’s opinion, if it mean nomoi^e than that our merits 
are not of condignness, or meritorious of eternal life, on prin- 
ciples, of absolute justice, but merely hypothetically, that is, 
supposing the existence of a gracious promise to that effect, on 
tjje part of the Almighty, — ought hot to be condemned. But 
ho seems rather to. think, that * our merits, though derived 
from the grace of (iod, and allowing even the .existence of a 
promise on his part to reward them, are still v not deserving 
of this reward, on strict principles of justice, but merely on 
account of the liberality of God.” In the foHo^iug chapter,^ 
he treats of the second question, which is, “ whether good 
works are oondighly meritorious, in virtue; of t the. promise of, 
God only,— or merely in consequence of the good works per- 
formed,?— or, in virtue of both. Gajetan, Soto, and some o- : 

*Bellarm. De Justif. Lib 4. cap. 16. p. 282. 

tBellarih. Lib. 4. De Justif. cap* IT. p. 283. 
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ther. theologians assert, that good works are, of .their own 
nature, even exclusively of any promise on the pari of Ge4 
deserving of eternal life. Whilst, Scotus, and Vega, &c., on 
the contrary, think, that good works, — which are the effect of 
divine grace, — are not condignly meritorious by virtue of the 
works performed ; but merely deserve eternal life, because 
God has been pleased to receive them on these terms, and to 
pledge his holy word to reward them in this manner. The 
doctrine of these divines differs widely from that of Luther : 
for, Scotus does not pretend that good works are not ready 
good and excellent, or that they are actual sios, if examined 
.by the standard of the divine law, as the Lutherans assert,-^ 
but is of opinion, that the works of the just* though really 
good, in the plain meaning of the words, are not. of sufficient 
value to be, in any sense, said to be proportionate, to the 
eternal happiness of a .future life : — that, accordingly, .they 
are accepted by the Almighty, in consequence of his covenant 
and promise, and not because the, works themselves are of 
value enough to merit eternal life. The Mtrt& which takes 
a middle course between these two opposite opinions, seems 
to me the most probahle By this we are taught, that the 
good works of the just are condignly deserving of eteraaUife, 
in virtue both of the divine covenant, and of> the works them* 
selves not, however, but that, even without- this edwemutf, 
and acceptance on the part of God, <eu r good works wouldhe 
proportionate to the reward of eternal life, — but that,, with- 
out presupposing such a covenant, the, Almighty would he 
under no obligation to admit our good works to this, high 
recompense, though of themselves equal and perfectly, pro- 
portionate to it.” As to the last question, which is, “ Wbe- 
ther God, from, his own pare liberality,- rewards the works of 
the just beyond their pondign deserts; most theologians :thi»k 
that .he does, though Vega denies this : L will, however, 
-briefly prove, that God does reward our works beyond their 
condign value, &c . . . .The opinions of divines are not equal- 
ly unanimous on a question connected with the preceding, 
namely, whether God; punishes the evildeeds of the wicked 
less than they condignly deserve, flee.” 

- . ' - • - : r 

§ B*ll. 1. c* dap* 18. p. 384. r 
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The above extracts from Bellarminc aTe confirmed by' 
the following passages from Vasqnez.* “Though all the 
schoolmen, and those who have written against the heresies 
of the day, unanimously teach, that a just man, truly deserves 
life eternal by his good works ; still, when they came to treat 
of the intrinsic nature of merit, and of merit cobdignly de- 
serving eternal life, they no longer agree in opinion. St. 
Thomas, f in fact, affirms, that no work of ours can be said 
to be, strictly speaking, essentially meritorious in the sight 
of God. He argues thus ; where there is neither strict jus- 
tice nor strict equality, there merit cannot be properly said 
to exist ; . now, there is no such a thing as strict justice and 
equality between God and man ; consequently, no humam 
act pan, in a strict sense, be said to merit a recompense from 
God. .Durand seems to be of the same way of thinking. He 
says, our works, performed in the state of grace, cannot pro- 
perly be said to be intrinsically meritorious ; and adds, that 
our merits, before God, are not cobdignly deserving the re- 
ward of glory ; and that they are only called merits, in this 
sense, that God, by his divine law and appointment, requires 
our works as conditions, without which he will not confer 
upon us this glorious immortality. According to him, eter- 
nal life is conferred, in consequence of the divine promises, 
and not because it is condignly deserved by our merit: that 
between -the immortality of glory, and the meritorious works 
of the just, there is no condign eqnality, not even such as 
subsists between the seed aud its produce : he, therefore con- 
cludes that the merits of the just, compared with the rewards 
of heaven, are no more than merits of congruity. He, how- 
ever, observes, that the merit by which the, just man obtains 
eternal life, holds amiddle place between the congruous merit 
of the sinner, and that which is strictly the merit of condign- 
ness, and is the fruit of justice, and may, therefore, be called, 
in part, congruous, and in part condign.” The same author 
makes, also, the following remarks : J“ Many Catholic wri- 
ters have taught, that the works of the just,; of their own na- 
ture, without a covenant on the part of God, and unaccepted 

•Vaaq. 1. 2. disp. 218. cap. 3. + S. Thom. art. 1. qures. 114. 

$ Vasq. di*p. 214. instit. cap. 1, 2. 
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by him, are not meritorious Of eternal life.”* “ Many also 
have been of opinion, that the works of the just are of them- ; 
selves of some value, but that their, great value is derived , 
from the merits and grace of Christ. ”+ “ More modern theo- 
logians, however, think, that the whole value of the .works of. 
the just is to be ascribed to. the works themselves ; but that 
the character of merit is stamped on them by the divine pro-: 
mises only.” He then explains his own opinion. As I 
have taught that there cannot be such a thing as justice; 
strictly so called, but merely in a wide and general .sense, * 
between God and man ; I do not attribute to the Almighty 
any obligation of rewarding good works, with eternal glory 
in justice,.* s if he were bound to recompense us for the good; 
works which he receives from us : but I confine it entirely to; 
his promise , and his fidelity to his engagements. Hence, 
were be not to reward them with eternal life, (which >is, of. 
course, impossible,) he could not properly be said to be un- 
just, but he might be said to be unfaithful, because be would, 
violate his own word. He might, indeed, belaid to be unr/ 
just, in as much as fidelity to our engagements, being a : spe-. 
cies of justice, a breach of promise, as it partakes of the* 
nature of injustice, may be called by that name.” ♦ Such is 
the language, of Vasquez.J It is clear that nothing of the 
above: is of faith ; they are the opinions of different school-; 
men ; controverted questions on which even our own writers, 
do not agree. Therefore, if we separate these from ottr doc-* 
trinal articles, our adversaries can have but little or no .diffi-^ 
culty, in subscribing to what is really of .Catholic F&itb/ on, 
the merit of good works. Mestrezat,§ in his treatisp. entitled* 
Grace ogainst Merits , has already done so. . “.Weacknow-i 
ledge,” says he, “ that good works are pleasing to God, and* 
that they obtain for us eternal life ; and all that we contend* 
for is, that they obtain us this blessing through the goodness,: 
grace* bounty > and mercy of God, and. we wish that the word; 
meritum, or merit, be understood An the plain me^ningwhich: 
it has in the Latin language.” Mestrezatis perfectly ottbo-r 
dox* and, believes everything that, a Catholic is bouirftOMK 
ceive, as of faith, on the merit of good works. 

* Vasq. ut Jrupra. c. 1. . f Vrsq. ut sup. t\ 2. : $ Vaeq.' disp. 

I f § Me^traz. p. 2o. t k . . 
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2. Neither is it an article of Catholic Faith , that all the 
works of the just are meritorious of eternal life t that is to’ 
say , it is not defined what works in particular , besides those 
which proceed from charity , are deserving of that happiness ; 
whether, for instance, works flowing from the virtues of tem- 
perance, faith, hope, fyc., are of this character. The proof 
is obvious : First, the Council of Trent no where defines that 
any specific work of the above kinds are meritorious : and. 
Secondly, Bellarmin and others inform us, that onr writers 
disagree on this subject. (f It is disputed,* says V asquez,* 
“ amongst the schoolmen* whether the just merit eternal life 
by charity only, and by works proceeding from charity ; os 
by good works of every kind, not flowing from that virtue. 
Some teach, that only by good works that proceed from 
charity does the just man merit eternal life. This is affirmed 
by Scotus, Gabriel, Durand,” and also by Bellarmin.f “ But, 
for my part,* he continues, “ I have always thought that any 
kind of good work performed by a just man, if it be, in every 
respect, according to the principles of moral virtue, — is meri- 
torious of eternal life. I am supported in this opinion by 
BonaVenture, Soto, and Capreolus, &c.” 

This places us at an immeasurable distance, from a doc- 
trine, calumniously, but commonly ascribed to us by dissen- 
ters, who assert that we make perfection consist in fasting, 
celibacy, monastic vows, &c., and not in the love of God. 
The truth is, that it is not even an article of Catholic Faith, 
that these works are meritorious of eternal life, unless they 
proceed from charity ! These scholastic opinions once set 
aside, those who differ from ns on other points* can find no 
difficulty, at least, on this head, in subscribing to onr belief. 
I .have shewn above, that Mestrezat acknowledges, that, 
by our works, we deserve eternal life ; but he makes no 
distinction between the various kinds of good works, his as- 
sertion regarding good works in general : he, therefore, be- 
lieves more on this point than he need do, and yet be a good 
Catholic. 

3. It is not a doctrine of the Catholic Church, that the 

* Vasq. disp. 2J7, c. 1. 
t Bellarra. Lib. 5, da Justif. c. 13. p. 281. 
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just man can merit for others, in any of the various meanings 
of the word merit, not even by merit of congruity ; or obtctin 
by his , merit the conversion of a sinner, or any ; other grace 
whatever . This is proved, first, from the silence of the 
Council of Trent on the question of meriting for others, and 
the consequent absence of any decree of the church on this 
subject ; and, secondly, from the variety of opinions held 
by Catholics upon this point. The following passage from 
Vasquez,* I approve of, and consider the doctrine which it 
contains certain. “ The natural* and only effects of the 
grace of adoption, when communicated to a merec reature, are 
to enable the soul that has been made partaker of it, to merit 
condignly eternal life, and an increase of its own powerfttl 
efiicacy in himself; but not thereby to merit condignly, in 
the slightest degree, the first justifying grace For others, nor 
even the least grace as a help towards it. Hence, neither the 
apostles, nor the Blessed Virgin, who were in the most per- 
fect enjoyment of habitual justice, and the grace of adoption; 
could ever condignly merit the least degree of grace as an 
assistance to others. The reason is simply this, that the 
efiicacy of habitual grace is merely to enable us to merit 
these rewards, — namely, grace and glory, — confined too, to 
ourselves, and incommunicable to others ; nor does it make 
any difference however much this grace may be increased in 
our souls, since its nature still remains the same/ This, in 
fact, was a prerogative of Christ only. Suarez also approves 
of this view of the question .+ “ Merit of grace and glory/ 
says he, “ is so completely personal, that no one can commu- 
nicate his own meiit to another, so as to enttblfe him to obr 
tain this latter favor ; namely, eternal glory, as the price, as 
it were, and reward of such communication 4his price 
must be paid by his own personal actions, Since by them 
alone is man rendered worthy of everlasting life/ This prin- 
ciple is quite undeniable. “ We must, therefore, conclude/ 
says Vasquez , % “ that the grace of adoption is only a princi- 
ple, and source of merit ; a seed whose fruit is glory to him 
>vho has been made partaker of its benefits ; and a cause 

* Vasquez. disp. 4. cap. 5. 

f Suarez, Tom. 4. disp. 48, sect. 2. $ Vasquez 1. c. 
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Also of it$ owe increase in his soul : but it neither enables 
us to merit condignly for others any of the varied helps of 
divine grace, nor justification ; and, consequently) a mere 
creature could not perfectly and condignly satisfy for others.” 
This, was, in fact, as I just observed, a privilege confined 
to Christ only, and by his incarnation alone could this ob- 
ject be attained. 

But though we cannot condignly , may we not at least 
by congruity merit for another? The answer clearly is, that 
it is not of faith that we can do so. First, because the 
Council of Trent has not proposed this to our belief ; secondly, 
because some theologians, as I have already had occasion to 
notice, so far from admitting of the merit of congruity for 
others, think that we cannot even merit in this manner for 
ourselves; and, thirdly, in the remarks that I shall have 
pccasion to make later on satisfaction, I shall prove that 
the above is no article of our faith. All our satisfactions 
are by way of merit, and the Council of Trent holds the 
Same language with respect both to merit and satisfaction. 

. However, if the real meaning of * merit of congruity,” as 
employed by our writers, were but well understood by Pro- 
testants, they could, after all, have no difficulty in admitting 
it ; and r of even believing that we may merit, in this sense, 
for others. “We use the terms merit of congruity , saysVas- 
quez, * and impetratory action, or merit, indiscriminately, 
and as perfectly equivalent phrases i merit of congruity ob- 

tains, by impetration, the favor of which it is considered the 
meritorious cause— it consists solely in impetration. “ Now, 
dlo one can be ignorant, that by prayer, we obtain numerous 
blessings both for ourselves and others, and also avert many 
evils. Hence, in the public form of prayer used, in time of 
pestilence, by our dissenting brethren, we see that they are 
exhorted to offer up. their prayers to God to obtain mercy ; 
and, unless they expect to be heard, of what use is it, to offer 
Up their prescribed form of prayer, on every Sunday of the 
year, for so many different classes and kinds of men. Now 
this is precisely what is meant by merit of congruity ! More- 
over, it cannot be doubted, that the faithful, by various kinds 

. . * Vanquez 3. Parte q. 94. ait. 1. dub. 4. 
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of good works, obtain from God, or rather from his infinite 
mercy, many blessing's both spiritual and temporal, both for 
themselves, and others. And I believe it is more probable, 
that these works merit these blessings condignly ; — -that this 
condignness flows partly from the works themselves, and part- 
ly from God’s promise ; — and finally that not only works 
flowing from the principle of the love of God, btrt all others, 
performed by a just man, are meritorious of eternal life. 

§ 2 - 

On Justification. 

The following is the doctrine of the Council of Trent on 
this subject :* — “ If any one shall say, that men are justified; 
eitherby the sole imputation of Christ's justice; or by the sole 
remission of sins, to the exclusion of grace, and of that chari- 
ty, which is poured into their hearts by the Holy Ghost,f and 
is inherent in them ; or, moreover, that the grace, whereby we 
are justified, is only the favor of God, let him be anathema.” 
And in the tenth canon of the same Session, the Council de>- 
crees, that, “ if any one shall say, that man is justified in- 
dependently of the justice of Christ,* by which he was enabled 
to merit for us ; or, that he is formally justified by it alone, 
let him be anathema.” We, from these extracts, see wbat is 
heretical, and, consequently, what is of Catholic Faith on 
this subject, — since it is propounded by a General Council. 
The same doctrine is more fully explained, in the seventh 
chapter of the same Session. 

From this exposition of doctrine w e may deduce, that it 
is not an article of Catholic Faith, that this inherent Justice 
is habitual, or, vihich is the same thing, that the inherent Jus-' 
tice, which is the formal cause of our justification, is a habit 
or permanent quality. The proof is this, that, in the first 
place, neither the Council of Trent, nor any other General 
Council, has defined this point, Secondly' — “It is contra-- 
verted,” says Yasquez.j; “whether the Church has ever de- 
fined, and. Consequently, whether it is an article of Catholic 
Faith, that the justification of the sinner is a permanent 



* Sess. 6. can. 1 i. f Rom. v. 5. 

J Vasquez, 1. 2. Disjv. 203. cap. 2. 
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quality and habit of the soul: or, whether this justification 
may not be equally well supposed to be produced, by an af- 
fective impulse of divine love, and contrition for sin ; and 
the whole body of evidence adduced from the sacred writings. 
Councils, and Fathers, be equally well explained, by saying, 
that inherent justice is an affective act of the love of God, 
and contrition for sin. It was thought by Vega, and several 
modern writers have followed his opinion, that the Church 
has already defined, that man is justified by a permanent 
habit and quality, and that every thing, that is taught by the 
Church on man’s justification, concurs in supposing, that 
this is the nature of our justification. However, to me it 
seems probable,*- that the Church has, hitherto, nowhere de-> 
fined, that the justification of adults, independently of the sa- 
crament, is a habit.” The following is the title to one of his 
chapters.f “ From the writings of the schoolmen, it is shewn, 
that it has not been hitherto defined, that the justification of 
adults, without the sacrament, is a habit.” He also express- 
ly declares, a little later, that “ it has not been defined, that 
inherent justice is a habit.” Soto and Canus are of the same 
opinion ; and, accordingly, observe, that the Council of 
Trent, in defining £ that the formal cause of man’s justifica- 
tion is inherent justice, parposely abstained from using the 
word ‘ habit,’ not wishing to define anything on that point ; 
and that, consequently, nothing more is meant by the decree 
alluded to, thau that man is not formally justified by the 
mere favor and justice of another, but by an inherent and 
intrinsic justice. The scope and object of the council was to 
shew, in opposition to what had been asserted by certain 
Heretics, that vre are not justified by an extrinsic justice as 
these- writers pretended, but by a justice really intrinsic and 
inherent. Stapleton tells us, that be does not intend to ex- 
amine minutely, what it is which, being fonnd really inherent 
in us, is precisely and strictly the formal cause of our first 
justification, and our perseverance in that state : — as whether, 
it be the fixed, and permanent habit of certain virtues, which. 
God infuses into the soul ; or, not an infused habit, but merely- 



* Vasquez, Disp, 203, cap. 3. t Vasquez, ut. sup. cap. 3. 
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Digitized by “ 




38 



an actual, but continued and virtuous motion and inclination 
of the soul. He also passes over many other similar ques- 
tions, as undeserving of attention ; among which is one closely 
connected with the subject under consideration,— namely, 
whether the formal cause of man’s justification be the obser- 
vance of the divine Law, and the practice of virtue, from a 
belief ot whatever is of faith ; or not rather an intrinsic new- 
ness and renovation of the inward man. His reason for this 
is, that these questions rather belong to the schools, than to 
the controversies of the day, and that, on this account, the 
Church has neither in past ages,nor in the late decrees of the 
Council of Trent, given any definitive opinion on either side 
of the question. He then adds, * The Fathers of Trent do in- 
deed teach, that every one receives within himself his justifi- 
cation in just measure,— a justification, too, which, from the 
gifts infused, is really inherent; but this may be said, in 
some manner, to be verified in every one of the above theories'.” 
Vasquez* states that * The Church has no where expressly 
defined, that the justification of children, or, of those in whom 
it is produced by the help of the Sacrament, by attrition only, 
is the effect of a permanent habit ; the council confined 
itself to the general declaration that justification is, in every 
case, produced by inherent justice. He, however, adds*+ 
and justly, that * The common opinion of theologians*, and 
the only true one, is, that the final cause of man’s justifica- 
tion is not merely an inherent created justice, but that this 
justice and holiness is a quality that is permanently in the 
soul ; or, as it is commonly called a habit.” He even asserts;}: 
that, from the decree of the Council of Trent, it clearly fol- 
lows, that children and adults, whose sins are remitted by 
virtue of the sacrament, are justified by a permanent habit 
and quality only ; and that, consequently, this opinion so 
far belongs to our articles of Catholic Faith* that it caniiot 
be denied without error,” though it may, according to our 
principles, without heresy. 

The conclusion to be drawn from the preceding observa- 
tion is, that there is scarcely a shadow of difference betw een 

* Vasq. ibid, cap. 6. + Va$q. 1. c. cap. 2. 

$ Vasquez. DUp. 203. <*$p. 6. 
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thedoctrine of Catholics and Protestants on this head. “ W e 
mast admit/ 7 says Vasquez,* “ the common opinion of the 
schoolmen, and, in fact, the only true one, that the formal 
cause of man’s justification is a habit of justifying grace, 
though this has not, as yet, beein proposed as an article of 
Catholic Faith : and* this principle once admitted, it is far 
better -to ascribe our justification, and cleansing from sin to 
this habit, rather than to any actual justice ; since, by adopt- 
ing this view, justification is produced, in all cases, precisely 
in the same manner : especially as we have already shewn 
that the final cause of the justification of infants, and of 
those who are justified by virtue of the sacrament, must ne- 
cessarily be allowed to be a habit, or permanent justice. * 

“ Inherent justice,” says Mestrezatf in his Treatise on 
Grace , which is the “ renewing of our souls in sanctity by 
Christian, virtues, has its share in our salvation.”:}: “ God 

does not impute, but produces inherent justice: within us.”§ 
“ As to the spirit of the new Adam, we derive it from regene- 
ration, just as from natural generation we derive the habitu- 
al corruption of Adam.” This writer admits in express and 
clear language inherent justice, and is, consequently, per- 
fectly. orthodox on the subject of justification. He even 
acknowledges that this justice is habitual, which as yet we 
do not receive as an article of Catholic Faith. The rest is 
a mere dispute about words — a pure logomachy, “ If,” says 
Du Moulin, || “ by the word ‘justification’ be meant regene- 
ration and sanctification, as our adversaries understand it; 
it is not true to say, that we teach that by faith alone, we 
are justified* for a Christian is regenerated by the practice 
of all Christian virtue.” This shews Du Moulin to be on 
this point, a perfectly good Catholic. Here, then, we have 
a plain instance of disunion caused by misunderstanding, 
and of unanimity by simply stating our doctrine. 

§ 3 . 

On Satisfaction . 

1. “If any one shall say, that satisfaction is not made to 
God, through the merits of Jesus Christ, for the temporal 

* Vasquez, 1. c; cap. 10. t Mestrez. De Gratia, p. 35. 

} Mestrez. De Gratia, p. 42.- § Ibid; p. 37. * || Du Moul. in Eras. p. 49. 
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punishment doe to sia, by the. patient endurance offhe a #i&* 
tions sent us from heaven ; or by the performance of the penr 
ance enjoined us by the priest ; as also, by actions volunta- 
rily imposed on ourselves,, as f'asting.prayer, alms-deeds, and 
even other works of piety, let him be anathema.” Can. 14. 
“If any. one shall say, that the works of. satisfaction, by 
which, through Jesus Christ, penitent sinners redeem . their 
sins, are not acts of divine worship ; but mere traditions of 
men, that obscure the true doctrine of grace, and the real 
worship of God, and the benefit of Christ’s death, let him be 
anathema,” The above doctrines are thus condemned, and. 
anathematized by the Council of Trent,* 

II. We also, consequently, see, as it is a General Conn* 
cil that speaks, what is the real doctrine of the Catholic 
Church. However, on the other hand, it follows, 1, that it is 
not an article of. our Faith, as was also observed on the sub-, 
ject of merit, that we satisfy by congruity, or condigmuss : f 
by the. sale excellency ef our works, or by virtue of ike divine 
promises, or by, these, two conjointly ; neither is it of faith, 
that we satisfy in justice, by, a rigorous and strict justice, or 
by the mere fidelity of God to his promises. This is ptovedj 
first, from the silence of the Council of Trent ; secondly, foam 
the difference of opinion: among our writers. . “Ledesmas, 
and Durand assure us,” says Vasquez, £ “ that man satisfies 
for the punishment due to sin, merely through the goodness 
of God, who is pleased to accept the satisfaction offered. 

,3- Nor is it of. Faith, that this satisfaction i* mads by any 
works but those that, flow from charity >•, . as also by fastings 
prayer, alms-deedsi 8te>» provided always that these actions 
proceed from charity First, because the Council of Trent 
does, not propose this to .be beJ joyed, either in. the canon quo- 
ted ahoye, or in any other. Secondly, because oar Theologians 
differ on this point. * Henricus,” says Suarea, § “ gives us 

* Coricil. Trid. Sess. 14. can. 13, 14. 

+ The following proposition of Baius was condemned by Pius V. 
and Gregory XIII. “ Satisfaetiones laborios® justificatornm non valent 
expiare de condigno pasnara temporalem restantem post culpam condona- 
tam.” (Transl.) ' 

$ Vasquez, 3 parte q. 94. art. 1. dub- 3. 

§Buarez, dejpcen. disp. 37. sect. 3j. 
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t® understand, that "tbelove of God must ; bethe rtrtjn|fpritf- r 
cipte of all these nctioiw,” . .. • - , r : 

4. U i» ml of faith, -tOmt th e jmt mtOk ean eati/ffi/fot'i 
another. 1. Th© Council of Tneat does sot propose)’ this to 
our belief. 2. Suarez,* St the head of his 48th controversy, 
has the following question: “ Can One man assist another by 
way of suffrage, by satisfying 1 in his stead, or by .undergoing 
the punishment due to his sins? It; is the opinion,”: he says, 
of some modern theologians, that suchsHffrageis of no ef- 
fect before God, and that the only help, which wecanaffcrd 
our neighbour, is to beg, and merit congruously the remis- 
sion of the punishment due to bis sin, — so that Gad, moved 
by our prayers, may either gratuitously grant this pardon ; 
or, at least such helps and graces as may effectually stir up 
our neighbour to Such works of virtue, as may obtain for him 
the remission Of the* punishment that remains dueto his sins/ 
The seasons of tUs opinion are, 1, that the debt of punish- 
ment being personal, must be discharged by the personal 
good actions and mortifications of the sinner, and not vicari- 
ously ; for no one can communicate his actions or sufferings 
to another, so as to make them really his neighbour's, and 
cease to be his own. He that has sinned, deserves to be 
punished, and not another, who is innocent of that offence; 
and a debt; consequently, is contracted by sin, which the sin- 
ner-must expiate by big own actions and sufferings, and 
not by- those of another; 2. The debt of punishment can on- 
ly. be contracted by onr own, and not by another’s sins,- — the 
satisfaction, therefore, by a parity of argument, cannot be 
derived from: any but our own works. 3. The most that can 
be proved, from- the texts o# scripture, which are usually 
cited, io support an opinion contrary to that here advocated, 5 
isy that the faitbftil may mutually assist each other by pray- 
er and supplication. . From this doctrine it follows, that al- 
though a just man may offer up his actions, in satisfaction 
for the debt of temporal punishment due to the sins of ano- 
ther, and may actually obtain this object, — still he satisfies 
equally for his own sins by these same works; since, by an 
act of charity towards another, he, by no means, deprives 

* Suarez, Tom. 4. (lisp. 48. sect. 2. 
o 
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himself of the fruit of his own personal satisfaction : — for, 
not satisfying for another by his own sufferings, it follows 
that his satisfaction goes to expiate what is due to his own 
Sins. Thus a just man, when he prays, or performs a good 
work, that another may obtain die help of divine grace, or a 
Messing of any other kind whatever, performs an action as 
condignly meritorious of eternal life, as if he merited nothing 
by congrtiity for another ; so, in like manner, when die just- 
man obtains by congruity the remission of the temporal pun-' 
isbment due to another’s sins, he condignly satisfies for him- 
self, as effectually as if no such remission had been obtained 
foranother.” 

I will subjoin tbe two following observations to confirm 
and illustrate tbe above principles. The first is from Vas- 
ques.* “The temporal punishment due to sin,” says this 
writer, ”i& not remitted by what is called satispassion , but 
by Satisfaction, which is received by the Almighty, as a meri- 
torious work. And from this principle, he draws diis conclu- 
sion, that as God requires satisfaction before he pardons the 
punishment due to sin, and as this satisfaction is received as 
a meritorious act, it can be of no avail unless performed by 
a just man, in other words, a sinner in a. state of mortal sin, 
cannot satisfy for tbe punishment due to his sins ; and, con- 
sequently, these actions, unless performed in a state of grace, 
are not meritorious, nor satisfactory . The second observa- 
tion is made by Suarez. t “In discussing the principles, on 
which die Almighty will reward our actions, or receive our 
satisfaction, we can derive no light whatever from the mere 
examination of abstract principles, since everything neces- 
sarily depends on the supreme will of, and the rnle.establish- . 
ed by the Almighty, who could have definitively decreed, that, 
hy the sufferings of purgatory alone, should the. temporal 
punishment due to sin be remitted ; in which case, no one 
could bav<e satisfid, even hy his own actions, for this punish- 
ment. The Almighty might also h ave adopted another course,— 
have resolved that the temporal punishmentdue to sin should 
not necessarily indeed be undergone in Purgatory, but only 

• ■ ■ * ^ y ;i 

* Vasquez, 3. par. de Paenit. q. 94. art. 1. dub. 4. 

+ Suarez, Tom. 4. dkp. 48. sect. 2. 
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have prescribed this as an alterative, a&d hypothetically ^ 
so that the sinner should either undergo this punishment in a 
future life, or satisfy for it in this, in a manner perfectly coni 
dign, and morally equivalent, — which, in fact, is the system 
which be has been pleased to adopt, since the just are able 
to satisfy for their sins. In addition to this two-fold way of 
satisfying for sins, the Almighty, it may be observed, might 
also have willed that, the punishment due to sin should be 
expiated, either in purgatory, or in this life, and this too, either 
by Our own works, or by those of another, voluntarily offer- 
ing for our. benefit the punishment which he inflicts upon 
himself ; in which case, supposing this to be the law of God, 
a sufficient satisfaction would be made.” . In the above ex- 
tract, Suarez gives us a general, view of the nature of satis- 
faction he, indeed, observes that the first opinion' mention- 
ed above seems to him false ; and. being but very lately 
advanced by anytheologian, is, in consequence ,‘ as the matter is 
of sueh importance, to be rejected;- — but stilLhe does. not.ven- 
ture to say, that it is contrary to faith,— much lessitibattit is 
opposed to Catholic faith. In fact he candidly acknowledges 
that, as it depends on the institution andwiilof the Almighty, 
(that one man should be able to satisfy for. another) argu- 
ments drawn from the reason and nature of the thing, are of 
no avail, nor is there any passage of scripture which can be 
said. to prove' it. beyond contradiction; sime the facts ad- 
duced above, might, strictly speaking; be understood of im- 
putation; and of .mere congruous merit.” A nd .indeed the 
authority ot lhe modern theologians whom he cites, is, pro- 
bably, quite? enough to plate, the above in the rank of contro- 
verted opinions. The same Writer .observes*; that “there is 
a difficulty in determining, whether our satisfaction for 
. another person is as condign, and on the same principle of 
justice, as that for ourselves. • A first opinion, wbishlshail 
state,! is, that snob. satasfoetioniariscs, notifmma principle of 
condignness or justice, bnt frora-tho free acceptanceof God ; 
and may even be soid> to bdbased^en a principle of cbngfukj'. 
as t far as regards him that ofifenf it,— net* however * so> as to 
render its aeeeptande.by the Almighty absolutely certain, 

“Suarez, l. c. sect. 3. 
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though proceeding 'from a just man, in fdvottr Of another in 
the samebappy state. This opinion is supported by Medina 
and Corduba on these grounds : .first, because we can con- 
ceive no obligation, in any judge, to reeeive the satisfaction 
Which is due from the criminal, from the hands of a. third 
person, though, perhaps, such satisfaction might .be of itself 
equal to the offence, — he has always aright to punish the 
real delinquent. Secondly, because, neither from the holy 
scriptures, nor from tradition, is it dear, that any law or 
promise, was erer made, by which we may be assured; that 
vicarious satisfaction is accepted by the Almighty. Thirdly, 
because it is considened as a prerogative peculiarly belong- 
ing to Jesus Christ; to merit and satisfy condignly for others; 

.5., It is still less jan article of our Faith, and for less 
certain that the Owing can satisfy far ike dead, except by 
praybr, and by wfsycf suffrage. This is, inthe first place, 
obvious from the silence of the Council of Trent, and of 
every: other General Council ; and, secondly, from the di- 
versity of opinion oa this point found amongst our divines.* 
“ The first opinion,” says Sttartez,* “. is, that, by tbe pUre mer- 
cy of God only, are we able to satisfy ibr the souls in purga- 
tory. This is held by Cajetan, Soto, Canus and others; 
amongst whom, of course, Medina and Corduba are pre-emi- 
nently conspicuous ; since Ifaey even extend this doctrine, to 
the, satisfaction of the living for each other. The- real, and 
only reason that can be assigned fdr this Opinion is the ab- 
sence of any thing like a promise or covenant on the partof 
the Almighty. Hence the cbUroh; and even the Mints in; 
heaven, are made to beg of Almighty God, that he would 
vouchsafe to receive their -suffrages for the dead ; a pregnant 
sign that to accept them is hot an ant of Justice, but purely, 
one of mercy. The i abeVe • is . also, confirmed, by observing 
that tho Souls in purgatory ire no longer; under the jurisdic- 
tion; and eointioulof the, church, beiag merely amenable to the 
tribunal of>(tidd. rBesidbs aBitiS for from being certain, that 
the Almighty has even promised: to! accept our, satisfaction 
for the living, itib pee y likely that there is no such covenant 
in favour of the dead;; especially as we hato.no> sufficient tes- 

* Suarez, .!, c. sect. 6.- 
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timpny, prireason, for supposing that God has established 
any such order.” He also observes a little later,* that " for 
this reason we are accustomed to say, both with regard te 
satisfaction, and indulgences, that they benefit the souls of 
.the departed foithftti, by way of suffrage, which by many, is 
.considered as a dear proof, that this effect is by no means 
infallibly certain, nor due in justice from the Almighty.* 
And further .on “ If our suffrages,” says he, “ are sure of ob- 
taining their object, God must have pledged his word to that 
effect ; since without this (there can be no real grounds for 
perfect security.: 

6. It is, not an article of our Faith, that there is in the 
church, a , treasure composed of the . satisfaction of the saints s 
and, consequently, it is not of faith; as J shall have occasion 
to notice ..hereafter, that indulgences, whether in favour of 
the livipg, or the dead, are granted, by making them partakers 
of that treasure. This may be proved, first, from its not 
being of faith, as I have, already shewn, that wo can satisfy 
vicariously for eacbqther; this not having been propounded 
by the Council of Trent ; nor, in- fact, ; by any other General 
Council. The church, therefore, cannot be said to have 
proposed the above to our belief. I am aware of what Cle- 
ment VI ;f has asserted, that, “to the infinite treasure, pur-' 
chased for us by the merits and blood of Christ, we know, 
that .the- merits of the Blessed Virgin, mother of God, and of 
all , the elect from the first to the -last, are to be united. 
That this treasure, wiU ever be consumed, or even diminished, 
there cannot possibly be a ground of fearing, the merits of 
Christ.beiugffosfoS^ves^ infinite; and also because the greater 
the number that age drawn to justice,, by the application of 
this treasure of infinite merits, the greater becomes this ac- 
cjgfjulated! t But, in the fits* pfoqe, ; there is not qne 
wqdheuer that touches the question hefose-hs; ffceuMffafifg* 
tjgupf ' 2* The above, dfipmrelyi introduced 4uci- 

d^fojlytby, rtP-.JRW?' This .dqcrejtal m» 

* * i • yr:;.;. ■"].r 'o y.f * H \>i 10 . 

- ’ .»:*> 1 V®l>la his'ExtaWag. tffeigdhitus. ' • * 

t 'hfto'R. also declared against Lu thereat t ndxdgencu atii* grata 
4i ex superabundantia meritorum Christi et sanctorum.” Pius VI. also 
in the Bull Au£tprem;Fidei, n. 41. did thae ituae. '1 
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Addressed - to the Archbishop of Tarragona, and ■ not to tbft 
whole church. 4. After all, the Pope is not a- General 
Council ; and, consequently the a bore extract is not suffi- 
cient, to establish an article of Catholic Faith. • * Moreover 
Suarefc,* treating of this treasure," says that, “ besides Mai- 
rou, Durandus had also the boldness to deny, that there is 
such a thing in the church as a treasure, composd of the 
satisfaction of the saints, or any treasure of this nature, but 
that which Jesus Christ purchased for us. He assigns two 
reasons for his opinion : the first the same as Mairon’s, name-* 
ly, that the works of the just receive a condign reward 1 in the 
persons' of the just. 2 . The superabundant merits of 'the 
saints, if any, would form this pretended treasure, but the 
saints bad no superabundant merits ; since every, even 'the 
least meritorious action, was rewarded by Almighty God, 
and rendered useful and available to the acquisition of some 
recompense, or another, in their own favour; and, 1 COnSo-’ 
quently, as there is no such a thing as superabundant merit, 
nothing remains wherewith to form this treasure." 'The 
following is also an extract from the same writer .f Ttfe have 
already seen , when speaking of suffrages, that some' theolo- 
gians assert, that the works, and suffrages of the just are 
theirs so peculiarly, and exclusively, as far as satisfaction, 
even of ahy kind, is concerned,' that no just man, always. Of 
course excepting Jesus Christ, can communicate them to 
another, in payment, and satisfaction for' the punishment 
dfue to his sins. ' From this opinion, it follows as a necessary 
consbquence, that the treasure of the church is not fo railed of 
the satisfactions of the saints ; and that an Indulgence is not 
an application of any of these satisfactions, towards the Re- 
mission of the temporal purtishmOnt'dae to sitt. ' So flft* tbik 
Opinion is nearly the same as that of durandus ; but it r may' 
differ from' th'at writer’^ in this ; that this opinion maybe dO 1 -' 
fended, and it will be still true to 1 say, that tfie merits of tfife 
saints, in as far as they are able to' obtain anything by &§$&» 
tration, or to merit it by congruity, may, in tbis sense, be Said 
to form a part of the treasure of the Church. They may al- 
so; in the same sense, be said to be superabundant, isifice 

"Suarez, Tow. 4. Disp. 56. Suarez, 1. d. 
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*hey cau obtain “ from the Almighty, by way of merit, more 
blessings than would in reality have been otherwise bestow- 
ed on the Church, and her faithful children. This, in fact, is 
enough to reconcile this opinion with the. Papal decrees; 
since Clement, in the Extravagant mentioned above, speaks 
of iperit, and not of satisfaction. These extracts are enough 
to shew the truth of the above deduction — that the existence 
of a treasure in the Churchy composed of the satisfactions of 
the saints , is not to be admitted, as an article of our Faith ,— 
that, in fact, our theologians are not agreed on this point. 

- However, if those who maintain the existence of this 
treasure, merely mean, that the actions performed by the 
saints, during their mortal career, can, even beyond the 
grave, obtain many favours from the .Almighty ; and, if it 
be in this sense only, that they are said to form apart of the 
treasure of the church ; our dissenting brethren even cannot 
possibly find anything to condemn in such an opinion; sup- 
ported, as it is, by so many passages of holy writ. u I am 
the God of Abraham, thy father, do not fear, for I am with 
thee: 1 will bless thee , and multiply thy seed for my servant 
Abrahams sake.”* “ For thy servant David's sake , turn not 
away the face of thy anointed which means, according 
to the Genevese bible, do not despise, nor reject the prayers, 
which Solomon thy anointed king offers for the general good 
of his people words which, as clearly admit a treasure in 
the church, as any used by the Catholic theologians quoted 
above. This power of impetration is, by many of our wri- 
ters, called congruous merit ; whilst others, so far from ad- 
mitting of. congruous merit for others, deny that wa can even 
merit, for ourselves in this manner. Wp have seen, in the 
last section on merits, that Mestrezat admits our doctrine on 
themerit ofgood. works, in the manner that I have explained 
it. Now I should be glad to know, in what our dissenting 
brethren differ from us, either on the subject of merit,— ox 
satisfaction, — either for ourselves, or, by way of impetration ; 
as by prayer, for others,-:— or, in fine, on the spiritual treasu- 
ry of the Church ;— when once our real doctrines, on these 
subjects, are clearly discriminated from the mere opinions pf 

/ /-* Gen. xxvi 24. + :Ps. 131, 10. 
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private divines ? And' yet what' dissensions have been cans-' 
ed by a mere misunderstanding of omr tenets!. . 

If, however, any one should wish to know my own private 
opinion, on the questions mooted above ; I should, say, that 
I hold the same opinions on satisfaction, as on, merit,— rsinoe 
the Council of Trent holds the same language of both; and: 
since the principles that mnst direct our judgment. in both 
cases are precisely the same. Bence the opinion of those 
writers appears to me most probable, who held, 1, that our 
satisfactions are condign, and that this condignness results 
partly from the work itself, and partly from its being accept- 
ed by the Almighty. 2. That not only works proceeding 
from the love of God, but also others that spring from, other- 
virtues, particularly all penal actions, satisfy by impetrntion 
for the temporal punishment due to sin. 3. That the faith*, 
ful can assist each other by way of suffrage, by undergoing 
vicariously the punishment doe to another’s sin;— and that 
they .thus satisfy, in the strict meaning of the word, which 
docs not merely imply a gratuitous remission/' but .a. real, 
payment of the punishment that is due,— a satisfaction com*, 
sequently which is more than impetratory. That ihefaith- . 
fpl satisfy in this manner, both for the living and the . dead 
and that the satisfaction, in both these cases, is infallibly of 
benefit .to those in whose favour it is . applied , whether still; 
detained in the flesh, or suffering in purgatory, and that too,: 
to the full value of the satisfaction offered. 4. That, • con- 
sequently, we ought to hold, that there is, in thexhristiahj 
church, a treasure composed, not Solely, nor even principally, 
of the merits and satisfaction of Christ, — for it is of faith tha& 
there is a treasure in the church of this character,-- bat also: 
of the merits, and satisfaction, of the; saints: in favour of 
others, and, that, in the strict meaning of the word satisfac* 
tion. For a complete and satisfactory. proof of each of these; 
opinions I most refer the reader to Suaree.* To enter into 
farther details, wpuld.bc foreign to the object of these pages,, 
which is to lay before the reader a . plain statement pf our: 
faith ; and to discriminate between the tenets iff; the church, 
and the opinions of individual theologians, — which I hope 
has been satisfactorily done in the preceding sections. 

* Suarez, Tom. 4, Disp. 48, sec. 2, 3 , 5 , 6, aud Dis. 51, Sup. 1, 2. 
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On Indulgences. 

Neither Pope Pius’s creed, Uor the Council of Trent de- 
crees anything more, than What I here' subjoin, on the subject 
of Indulgences. The creed rherely gives us an abstract of 
the doctrine df the Council : in it we affirm that the power of 
granting Indulgences was left by Christ in his church ; and 
that the use of these Indulgences is highly beneficial to all 
Christians. The Council of Trent,* in its decree concern- 
ing Indulgences, delivers the same doctrine in these words. 

Since the power of granting Indulgences was bestowed by 
Christ on his church, and since she has exercised, from the 
earliest times, that power which was thus divinely entrusted 
to her; the Holy Synod teaches, and commands, that the use 
of them, as being highly beneficial to all Christian people, 
ahd approved by the authority Of the Holy Councils, — be re- 
tained ; and the synod anatheUiatizes those who say that they 
are useless, or deny that there is' in the church an authority 
and power to grant them; but, in this grant, the synod wishes 
thatnioderation, agreeably to the ancient, and approved prac- 
tice of the church, be observed ; for fear, lest by too great a 
facility in granting these favours, ecclesiastical discipline be 
weakened. As to the abuses that have crept into this prac- 
tice, and which have given occasion to heretics to declaim 
againSt this valuable privilege, the Holy Synod, from a wish 
to correct thein, ordains, by" the present general decree, that 
all sordid gain, obtained by such grants, which has been the 
cause of so many abuses among the people of Christ, be en- 
tirely abolished. • And as to other abuses, arising from super- 
stition, ignorance, irreligion, or from any other source, but 
which, on account of the multiplied corruptions, that disgrace 
those places and countries, in which they are found, cannot, 
without inconvenience, be denounced by a special prohibi- 
tion,— the synod charges every bishop to correct, with care, 
theabusesofthe church committed to his care, — to report them 
to the first Provincial Synod, — that thence, with the advice 
of others of the episcopal body, an account of them may, 
without delay, be transmitted to the Sovereign Pontiff ; that. 



* Condi. Trid. Sees. 25 . 
H 
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by his authority and prudent care, the remedies necessary 
for each particular church may be arranged ; that thus, the 
trust of dispensing to the faithful these holy favors may be 
exercised, piously, holily, and without abuse.” This is all 
that the council decreed ; it follows, therefore, that the above 
is of faith, being proposed to our belief by a General Coun- 
cil ; — and, also, that nothing else but the above is of faith, 
since this is all that has been propounded by this, or by any 
other oecumenical council. 

It is, therefore, an article of our faith, that there is in the 
church a power , received from God , to grant Indulgences . — 
This is clear from our Rule of Faith. However, it also 
follows, on the other hand, 1 : That it is not an article of our 
faith that, in the use or grant of Indulgences , as now practis- 
edy the temporal punishment due after the sin has been par- 
doned before God, is remitted, either in purgatory, or in this 
life : nor even that the church has any intention, in these 
grants to remit this punishment or that it really and de 
facto is remitted .* For 1st, This is not proposed to our belief 
by the Council of Trent. Indeed, to determine what the 
Church wishes to remit , is a mere question of fact, atid can- 
not, therefore, possibly be an Article of Faith. 2. WCfind 
different opinions, in the writings of our theologians, on this 
subject. These opinions have been collected by many wri- 
ters, and among the rest by Suarez, who says,* " Some Catho- 
lic theologians have maintained, that by Indulgences the 

* It may be as well to observe, that the following proposition of Lu- 
ther was condemned by Leo X. “ Indulgentiae his, qui veraciter* eas 
consequentur, non valent pro reraissione pcence pro peccatis actualibus 
debitoe apud divinam justitiam. . . and this condemnation was con* 
firmed by Pius VI., in his bull auctorem Fidei,”* against the synod of 
Pistoja, in these words “ Propositio asserens indulgentiam secundum 
suam precisam notionem aliud non esse quam remissionem partis ejus 
panitentice ; qua per canones statuta erant peccant i.” Quasi indulgen- 
tia prater nudam remissionem pcence canonic® non etiam valeat ad re- 
missionem poenae temporalis pro peccatis actualibus debitoe apud divinam 
justitiam. Falsa, temeraria, Christi mentis injuriosa, dudum in articulo 
19. Lutheri daranata ”|l 

f Suarez, disp. 48, sect. 1. 

* Prep. XL, page 29. 
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punishment which remains due, to satisfy the justice of God, 
.after our sins have been pardoned, is nowise remitted ; and 
that we are thereby merely freed from the obligation of un- 
dergoing the canonical penances, or those punishments 
which have been enjoined by the church. This was mainp 
tained by Cajetan, who, however, confines his assertion to 
the actual practice of the church, without discussing its pow- 
er to establish a different usage ” “ There is,” observes Su- 
arez in another place,* “a variety of opinion on this subject. 
Some have imagined that, by Indulgences as actually now 
granted, the punishment due to sin is not remitted before 
t Grod ; and think, that by these grants, we are merely exone- 
rated from the obligation of performing sacramental penance ; 
an opinion which has a certain degree of antiquity in its fa- 
vour, since we find it mentioned by St. Thomas and St. Bo- 
naventure, and implied in Albertus’s definition of an Indul- 
gence, namely, that it is the remission of penances, which 
hpve been enjoined by the church . This opinion is founded 
on certain expressions in the canon law, which seem to favour 
it : as we often meet there with Indulgences said to be grant- 
ed froui prescribed penances. And, indeed, from one of the 
decrees of Pope Clement, f it is clear that this is the common 
form in which Indulgences are granted ; so much so, that if 
indulgences were granted without this clause, it would have 
to be understood and supplied ; since all such grants must 
be construed, and explained, according to the usual forms of 
Canon Law, — and such Indulgences, consequently, would 
only be a remission of the penances prescribed by the church . 
This view is, also, strongly confirmed by a form very com- 
monly used by the Holy See, in granting Indulgences, namely, 
we grant an Indulgence of seven years , or forty days , or a 
given number of forty days , an enumeration which clearly 
is regulated by the ancient canonical penances, by which a 
given degree of punishment was awarded to different sins. — 
Finally, the above may be confirmed by an observation al- 
ready made on the ancient practice of the church in relaxing 
her penances — since, as 1 noticed, it is not certain that, by 

* Suarez, dUp. 30. sect. & De Indulg. 

f Clem. Unic. de reliq. et verier. Sanct. 
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virtue of that relaxation, the temporal punishment dhe to 
sin was, at the same time, remitted at the tribunal of God.— 
Indulgences, were, at a later period, extended, on the same 
footing, to the penances which bad been enjoined in the sa- 
crament of penance ; but the effect of such Indulgences was 
no greater, nor more certain than in the case just mentioned ; 
and Indulgences, as granted now-a-davs, are still, merely the 
remission of the penances prescribed by the church and heir 
ministers * The reasons adduced by these writers, m 
well as the weight and authority of their names, render 
this opinion beyond all, doubt, probable. Now;, surely. In- 
dulgences, explained in this manner, cannot possibly but be 
admitted by every Protestant ; since they are nothing more 
than the relaxation of the old canonical penances, which no 
Protestant pretends to observe. Besides do we not see thd 
penalties which the discipline of the dissenting churches im 
poses, very often remitted, and for a great variety of causes 9 
Nay, it is the opinion of some of our dissenting brethren, 
that, as often as sins are remitted by the ministry of their 
clergy, such sins are remitted by their ministers (these are 
De Moulin’s own words,)* without any punishment remain* 
ing to be suffered, either in this life, or in purgatory. The 
dissenting ministers, therefore, grant indulgences, and those 
too, most plenary , almost as often as they assemble in their 
places of worship. 

2. With regard to the power of granting indulgences , it 
is not of faith, that there is in the church a power to grant 
such Indulgences as actually will remit, at the tribunal of 
God, either in this life or in the life to come, the temporal 
punishment which may remain due after our sins have been 
pardoned ; or , in other words , it is not an article of Catholic 
Faith , that the church can grant an Indulgence , the direct 
effect of which shall be the remission of the temporal punish- 
ment, which is due to the justice of God, and which would 
otherwise have to be undergone either in this life, or in pur- 
gatory . This maybe proved. 1. Because the Council of 
Trent passed no decree to this effect. 2. From the variety 
of opinions on this subject, among our theologians. The fol- 

* Du Moui. in Eras. p. 4 , 9 . 
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